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ABSTRACT 
 
This project documents and analyzes a substantial private collection of 
artifacts from archaeological sites around Choctawhatchee Bay, northwest 
Florida. The goals are to determine what the materials can contribute to the 
archaeological record, how they enhance our knowledge of the people who lived 
there over the past 2000 years, and how this information can be used to expand 
or contradict models of prehistoric lifeways in this region. This is done by 
comparing artifact assemblages, looking at site distribution patterns, and using 
pXRF trace-element analysis to compare Late Archaic clay objects with those 
from elsewhere along the Gulf. 
 Examination of the assemblage and the results of the pXRF trace-element 
analysis show that both materials and finished products were imported into this 
region from as far away as Poverty Point, Louisiana, especially during Late 
Archaic times. In addition to the movement of artifacts, site distribution patterns 
around Choctawhatchee Bay show that people also moved into and away from 
the area during periods of low and high sea levels.  
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CHAPTER 1:  
INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH GOALS 
 
Introduction 
This thesis involves the documentation and study of a substantial private 
collection of artifacts from archaeological sites around Choctawhatchee Bay in 
Fort Walton Beach and Destin, northwest Florida (Figure 1.1). The study 
collection has been made available for study for the first time in 60 years, though 
the collectors will remain anonymous. 
 
 
Figure 1.1. Location of Choctawhatchee Bay in Florida. Figure adapted from 
Google Earth. Imagery Date 2/21/2007. 
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The current owner and his father would spend their free time traversing 
the area around the bay collecting artifacts (Figure 1.2). With the assistance of 
local archaeologists Bill and Yulee Lazarus, they were able to document over 30 
archaeological sites around the bay. These sites include burial mounds and 
camps containing artifacts from Paleo-Indian, Archaic, Late Archaic (Poverty 
Point/Elliott’s Point cultures), Deptford, Santa Rosa–Swift Creek, Weeden Island, 
Fort Walton, early historic Spanish, and other time periods. Artifact types 
included in the study collection are Poverty Point-type clay objects, pottery 
sherds, whole pottery vessels, projectile points, steatite, shell, and historic 
Spanish metal items. 
 
Figure 1.2. Surface collecting at the Bell site (8Ok19) ca. 1955. Image 
adapted from the original taken by the father of the present collection 
owner. 
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The collector initially contacted the Emerald Coast Archaeological Society, 
the local Fort Walton Beach chapter of the Florida Anthropological Society, who 
contacted Nancy White at USF to see if she would be interested in having this 
collection researched as a student project. White and I met with the collector in 
Fort Walton Beach in November, 2009, and he agreed to have me document and 
study it. Since then I have visited Fort Walton Beach twice (December 2009, and 
January 2011), and the collector’s home in Tennessee, twice (December 2010, 
and July 2011), and brought five of the total estimated eight banker’s boxes 
(1137 out of approximately 2000 artifacts) of materials back to the USF 
archaeology lab for study. Upon submission of this thesis, the materials will be 
sent back to him. 
In January of 2010, I visited the Choctawhatchee Bay area with the 
collector to look at some of the site locations from which he and his father had 
obtained artifacts. We saw that a vast majority of the sites documented in the 
1950s and 1960s no longer exist. Mounds were leveled to build houses; some 
sites were destroyed in the process of building bulkheads and seawalls (Figure 
1.3); some naturally eroded away into the bay; and others were paved over to 
build parking lots and businesses. The destruction of many of these sites has left 
the collection as possibly the most substantial body of evidence of past peoples 
that exists in the area, as it is estimated to contain some two thousand objects. 
This is not, however, a random collection of artifacts with no context. The 
collectors took great care in making sure that most of the artifacts they found 
were labeled as to locations and associated site numbers. They then 
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documented all the sites on a large map, which I photographed at the house of a 
relative of the collector in Crestview. Their collection, map, and other information 
have allowed for not only good documentation of the materials, but also other 
research on changing human adaptations in the area over time and other issues.  
 
 
Figure 1.3. Example of the seawalls that have destroyed many of the sites 
along the coastline of the bay. 
 
Research Goals 
 The goals of this thesis are to determine what the materials in the 
collections can contribute to the current archaeological record of the area, how 
they can enhance our knowledge of the people who lived there in the past, and 
how this information compares to what has previously been documented. In 
addition, this information will be used either to expand or to contradict some of 
the models of prehistoric lifeways in this region. This has been accomplished 
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through establishment of a clear database with accompanying photos and 
provenience information for the entire collection, updated archaeological site 
forms sent to the state Division of Historical Resources, GIS analysis of site 
distribution patterns, and pXRF analysis of baked-clay objects (Figure 1.4; sizes 
range from 2.5 to 7.5 centimeters long). 
The first objective was to reconstruct the culture history of this region by 
comparing the materials to what is known about the area. I specifically looked at 
how contemporaneous sites differ in artifact assemblages, styles, raw materials 
(such as local and non-local stone) and distribution patterns, and whether this is 
associated with site function or fine-grained temporal change. 
 
 
Figure 1.4. Photographs of a selection of the Poverty Point-Type baked clay 
objects in the private collection. 
 
 The second part of the project looked at processes of change. This was 
observed locally by determining how settlement patterns differ over time. Are 
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people occupying different locations at different times, or are they primarily 
staying in the same areas? Is this potentially associated with the environment at 
the time, or is some other factor involved?  
In addition to a local perspective, I also looked at early interaction 
occurring in this larger region of the greater southeastern U.S, and along the Gulf 
coast, specifically in the Late Archaic period (3500 – 1000 B.C.). I asked whether 
there was a physical exchange of goods between the Choctawhatchee Bay area 
and other parts of the South, or if only ideas were transmitted and then 
manifested locally. 
The last part of this project investigated whether this collection adds new 
information to the archaeological record that could show potential biases of 
archaeologists in the past. Were their conclusions correct, or was there some 
bias in the way they viewed past people? 
To summarize, this study will address the following research questions: 
• How do contemporaneous sites differ in artifact assemblages, styles, raw 
materials and distribution patterns, and is this because of site function or 
fine-grained temporal change? 
 
• Were people occupying different locations around Choctawhatchee Bay at 
different times, or primarily staying in the same areas, and how is this 
related to the environment at the time? 
 
• Was there a physical exchange of goods between the Choctawhatchee 
Bay area and other parts of the South, or were only ideas transmitted and 
then manifested locally? 
 
• Does the study collection add new information to the archaeological 
record that can contradict potential biases in past interpretations? 
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CHAPTER 2: 
ENVIRONMENTAL AND GEOGRAPHICAL SETTING 
 
Location and Landscape 
 Choctawhatchee Bay is located in northwest Florida just east of 
Pensacola and west of Panama City. The area around the bay is divided into two 
major geomorphic regions (Figure 2.1): the Gulf Coastal Lowlands, and the River 
Valley Lowlands (Overing and Watts 1989; Overing et al. 1995). The Gulf 
Coastal Lowlands are comprised of a series of coast-parallel plains or terraces 
that were created by the fluctuation of sea levels when the polar ice caps formed 
and dissipated, while the River Valley Lowlands is comprised of the floodplain 
deposits of the many streams in this region that date back to the Pleistocene 
Epoch (Overing and Watts 1989). 
 
Water Resources 
 
 The Gulf of Mexico and Choctawhatchee Bay are the major sources of salt 
and brackish waters for the aquatic life that calls these environments their home. 
The bay itself covers 334 sq. kilometers and is connected to the Gulf of Mexico 
by the East Pass (Figure 2.2). 
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Figure 2.1. Physiographic divisions of Walton County, 
Florida around Choctawhatchee Bay. Figure adapted 
from Overing and Watts (1989). 
 
In addition to salt water, there are multiple sources of fresh water in the 
area including rivers, streams, lakes, ponds, and natural springs. Some of the 
major freshwater sources include Choctawhatchee River, Rocky Creek, Lafayatte 
Creek, Toms Creek, and Turkey Creek, in addition to a multitude of lakes and 
ponds. Fresh water can be found a short distance from just about any location 
around the bay due to the two large aquifer systems that run underground and 
provide most of the groundwater used in the area today (Overing et al. 1995). 
 
Climate 
 The climate in this area is warm, humid, and temperate with long summers 
and winters that are short and mild. The average yearly temperature ranges 
between 68 and 76 degrees F, with between 62 and 66 inches of rain (Overing 
and Watts 1989:2; Overing et al. 1995:2). While the Gulf of Mexico regulates 
winter temperatures along the coast, its effects diminish greatly the farther inland
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Figure 2.2. Map of Choctawhatchee Bay showing the locations of some of the various water sources that would 
have been available to prehistoric people. Figure adapted from Ruth and Handley (2007:146, Figure 2). 
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one goes. Just north of the bay, freezing temperatures of around 20 degrees F 
can be felt one out of two winters, and snow falls about once every ten years 
(Overing and Watts 1989). These temperatures usually occur around the second 
night after a cold front has passed through the area. 
 
Flora and Fauna 
This area is forested with a wide variety of vegetation that includes Bald 
Cypress (Taxodium distichum), pine (Pinus spp.), magnolia (Magnoliaceae), 
Spanish moss (Tillandsia usneoides), Southern Live Oak (Quercus virginiana), 
pitcher-plant (Nepenthes spp.), American holly (Ilex opaca), Florida maple (Acer 
floridanum),and marsh and sea grasses to name a few (Figure 2.3). These plants 
and others provide food and shelter for a number of creatures living in the region 
including oysters (Crassostrea virginica), nerites (Neritina reclivata), Atlantic 
marsh clam (Rangia cuneata), quahog (Mercenaria spp.), deer (Odocoileus 
viginianus), bear (Ursus americanus), squirrel (Sciurus spp.), rabbit (Sylvilagus 
spp.), duck (Anatidae), terrestrial turtles (Terrapene carolina), Gar (Lepisosteus 
spp.), Drum (Sciaenidae), Sea catfish (Ariidae), and numerous other birds, 
mammals, fish, and other life (Mikell & Saunders 2007). 
Based on archaeological investigations of Archaic and Woodland sites 
around Choctawhatchee Bay it would appear that the natives in this region relied 
mostly on various fish and shellfish such as oyster (Crassostrea virginica),nerites 
(Neritina reclivata), Atlantic marsh clam (Rangia cuneata), and quahog 
(Mercenaria spp.), but terrestrial hunting and gathering was also important and 
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Figure 2.3. View of the shoreline of Choctawhatchee Bay that has not been 
developed. Note riprap along the edge that landowners have installed. 
 
focused on deer (Odocoileus virginianus), bear (Ursus americanus), squirrel 
(Sciurus spp.), rabbit (Sylvilagus spp.), duck (Anatidae), terrestrial turtles 
(Terrapene carolina), hickory nuts (Carya sp.), persimmons (Diospyros 
virginiana), and grapes (Vitis sp.) (Mikell & Saunders 2007:179; Mikell 1992a). 
However, at some Ft. Walton sites, there are large caches of deer bone and 
evidence of maize consumption, suggesting that feasting on large terrestrial 
mammals could have been a ritualistic or ceremonial event, and that by this time 
these people were no longer relying as much on foraged wild foods (Mikell 1997). 
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CHAPTER 3: 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
 
Prehistory 
 The results of my research compare what is already known about the 
human prehistory in this area with the information I uncovered by studying this 
collection. Previous work in this region from the Paleo-Indian period through late 
prehistoric Fort Walton times, from about ten thousand to five hundred years ago, 
is summarized in this chapter. A list of all the collection sites and their cultural 
components can be found in Table 3.1. 
 
Paleo-Indian (11,000 – 6000 B.C.) 
 The Paleo-Indian period represents the earliest known human occupation 
of the area. These people were the presumably recent descendants of those who 
migrated into North America from eastern Asia. Those who came to Florida some 
twelve thousand or more years ago were nomadic peoples who hunted the 
megafauna that inhabited the area during this time, but probably also harvested 
smaller animals, fish, and plants. Since sea levels were around 50 m lower than 
present, many of the coastal areas that contain traces of their existence are now 
under a great deal of water. Those that still remain can be identified by the 
appearance of chipped stone tools, projectile points of types such as Clovis, 
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Simpson, Suwannee, and Santa Fe, that were hafted to wooden shafts and used 
as spears (Bullen 1975). In Florida, the majority of these stone tools are made 
from local as opposed to imported chert, so any found that are made of non-local 
materials were brought in by someone who had just migrated with it (Dunbar 
2006a:422). 
 
Table 3.1. Chart indicating cultural components present at study collection 
sites examined.  
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*Site has one diagnostic 
artifact that dates to 
somewhere between 
Late Paleo-Indian and 
Early Archaic
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 Other tools were also made by Paleo-Indians out of organic materials 
such as bone and wood. However, Dunbar (2006b) notes that it is uncommon to 
find these tools preserved east of the Mississippi River, except for the area 
around the lower Aucilla and Wacissa River basins in north central Florida and 
other wetland, inundated, and karst settings (2006b:530). This may explain why 
Indian Bayou East (8Ok54) and No Name Bayou (8Ok62), in the 
Choctawhatchee Bay region, have evidence of Paleo-Indian occupation, since 
the former is submerged in saltwater, and the latter is an inundated land site.  
One site around the Aucilla River basin, the Page-Ladson site, has 
provided a substantial amount of information toward what we know about the 
people who lived in northern Florida during this time. Of particular interest is the 
information on migration patterns that this site has been able to provide. Based 
on the climate data from this site combined with artifact distribution patterns and 
knowledge of megafauna migration patterns, researchers were able to determine 
that Paleo-Indians in this region did not follow herd animals, but actually migrated 
to find areas of plentiful and unexploited resources, including sources of fresh 
water and populations of preferred game (Dunbar 2006b:540). In addition, the 
transition from Paleo-Indian to Early Archaic in Florida was not smooth, and was 
actually marked by rapid and intense changes in climate and available resources, 
so much so that cultures had to adapt by changing radically in order to survive 
(Dunbar 2006a:428). 
Only three sites in the study collection have Paleo-Indian components:  
Indian Bayou East (8Ok54), No Name Bayou (8Ok62), and Huett Bayou East 
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(8Wl71), and one site, Rosin Bayou West (8Wl75), with a potential Paleo-Indian 
component . 
 
Archaic (6000 – 1000 B.C.) 
1. Early Archaic (6000 – 5000 B.C.).  
After several thousand years of climatic, faunal, and population changes 
that marked the end of the Pleistocene era, people began to change their way of 
life. This is most clearly seen with diagnostic stone tools in the transition from 
lanceolate Paleo points to stemmed Early Archaic points such as Bolen (Carter 
and Dunbar 2006:494) Kirk, Hamilton, and Thonotosassa (Bullen 1975). In 
addition, the rise in sea levels backed up streams, created estuaries, and made 
more fresh water available inland, which provided more locations for early 
Archaic people to hunt and fish (Milanich 1994:63). This led to subsistence 
strategies based more around aquatic species than large terrestrial mammals, 
most of which had become extinct.  
Work done in this region on sites with Early Archaic components has 
found that people made substantial use of the area during this time but seemed 
to have a preference for tributary heads along major divides and along small 
drainages (New World Research 1993:509). In addition, populations were 
increasing and still mobile probably along tributary divides (New World Research 
1993:512). 
The sites with Early Archaic components included in this collection are 
Bell (8Ok19), Cobb’s Point East (8Ok32), Indian Bayou West (8Ok46), Grassy 
16 
Lake (8Ok51), Shirk Point (8Ok53), Indian Bayou East (8Ok54), No Name Bayou 
(8Ok62), Hogtown Bayou/Pickens (8Wl09), Near Patch Bench Mark (8Wl27), 
Shoreline (8Wl28), Four Mile Village (8Wl35), Eden Park I (8Wl61), Grayton 
Beach (8Wl69), and Huett Bayou East (8Wl71). 
 
2. Middle Archaic (5000 – 3500 B.C.).  
The Middle Archaic people continued to perfect their toolkits by creating 
points and knives that were broad with short, wide stems, such as Newnan and 
Florida Archaic Stemmed varieties (Bullen 1975). Their diets were rich in fish, 
shellfish, mammals, birds, and foraged nuts, fruits and other plants, and they 
tended to migrate over smaller regions than their Paleo-Indian ancestors did 
(Milanich 1994). 
The work done by Gregory Mikell and Rebecca Saunders (2007) has 
provided us with increased knowledge on the people of the Choctawhatchee Bay 
area during this time. Their investigation of several sites along the lower 
Choctawhatchee River at the eastern end of the bay has yielded the earliest 
evidence for estuarine exploitation in the area at 5300 B.C. (Mikell and Saunders 
2007:169). In addition, their analysis of faunal remains at 8Wl1278 (Quitmyer 
2002) shows that while hunting and terrestrial food gathering was important, the 
diet consisted primarily of nerites, oysters, clams, fish, and aquatic reptiles that 
people got from the lower river and upper estuary (Mikell and Saunders 
2007:179). 
Middle Archaic sites in the region that are a part of the collection I studied 
are Goodthing Lake (8Ok12), Bell (8Ok19), Cobb’s Point East (8Ok32), South 
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Niceville (8Ok34), Boggy Bayou (8Ok50), Grassy Lake (8Ok51), Shirk Point 
(8Ok53), Indian Bayou East (8Ok54), No Name Bayou (8Ok62), Near Patch 
Bench Mark (8Wl27), Shoreline (8Wl28), Eden Park I (8Wl61), Grayton Beach 
(8Wl69), and Huett Bayou East (8Wl71). 
 
3. Late Archaic (3500 – 1000 B.C.).  
By this time, continually rising seas were close to modern levels, and 
people were establishing larger and more permanent settlements along 
coastlines and river banks. Technological innovation across the South resulted in 
the appearance of both baked clay balls or cooking objects and fiber-tempered 
pottery (Milanich 1994:86). In addition, several sites in northwest Florida show 
evidence of participating in exchange networks centered around Poverty Point, 
Louisiana, from which were obtained non-local materials, and objects such as 
microtools, jasper figurines,steatite, and those baked-clay objects. 
While many sites in this region probably have Archaic components, not 
many have been identified, since local collectors have probably stripped most 
sites of their diagnostic projectile points. This possibility establishes the 
significance of the collection I studied, which alone has increased the number of 
Archaic sites in the area by 13. What makes things more complicated is the local 
Elliott’s Point Complex. Basically, any sites in the area that have objects similar 
to those at Poverty Point (baked-clay balls, steatitie, galena, microtools, etc.) are 
categorized in site reports in the FMSF as Elliott’s Point sites and not Late 
Archaic. Late Archaic in this area appears to be reserved for sites that have fiber-
tempered pottery and none of the aformentioned objects. While I will go into 
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further detail about the Elliott’s Point complex, for the purposes of this thesis all 
sites labelled Elliott’s Point or with objects that would label them as such will be 
put under Late Archaic to indicate a general timeframe rather than potential 
cultural affilliation or association with particular artifact assemblages. 
The Elliott’s Point complex was originally defined by William Lazarus after 
his work in 1955 at the Black Point Mound (8Ok13), where he found a baked-clay 
spheroid similar to ones found during his work at the Elliott’s Point site (8Ok10) 
two years earlier (Lazarus 1958:24). The finding of that ball in association with 
small flint tools (microtools) led Lazarus to look into the possible connection 
between these items and similar items found at Poverty Point in Louisianna. 
The baked-clay objects are believed to have been used to cook food on in 
fire pits in a pre-pottery time in areas where stone was not readily available 
(Sassaman 1993:133). It is also suggested that the different shapes and 
decorations were created purposefully to control the temperature (Sassaman 
1993:135). These objects are typically amorphous in shape, however, spheroid, 
melon, biscuit, bi-conical, and cylindrical shapes decorated with longitudinal 
grooves, incisions, and punctations have all been recovered around 
Choctawhatchee Bay (Lazarus 1958; New World Research 1993). Other objects 
found in association with baked-clay objects include microtools and non-local 
materials such as steatite, galena, hematite, and jasper. The widespread 
appearance of these types of artifacts at sites around the bay is considered an 
indication of intensified interaction between local groups as well as regional ones 
across the South during the Late Archaic.  
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Quite a number of artifacts in the study collection come from this period, 
including Poverty Point-type baked-clay objects, microtools, steatite, diagnostic 
projectile points, greenstone celts, and hematite bannerstones. Collection sites 
with some or all of these types of artifacts include Bell (8Ok19), Cobb’s Point 
East (8Ok32), Grassy Lake (8Ok51), Golf Course I (8Ok52), Indian Bayou East 
(8Ok54), No Name Bayou (8Ok62), (8Wl05), Shoreline (8Wl28), Grayton Beach 
(8Wl69), and Huett Bayou East (8Wl71), and Huett Bayou Mound (8Wl72). 
Another important manifestation of Late Archaic in northwest Florida is the 
earliest pottery, which is tempered with fragments of Spanish moss fiber (White 
2003). Fiber-tempered pottery, denoting the ceramic Late Archaic, was included 
in part of the study collection, but I did not have access to it. 
 
Woodland (1000 B.C. – about A.D. 900) 
1. Early Woodland (1000B.C. – about A.D. 200).  
Early Woodland around the Gulf Coast of Florida is characterized by the 
Deptford culture. During this time, pottery was no longer tempered with Spanish 
moss fibers, and but with other materials such as sand, grit, and grog; some 
ceramic surfaces were stamped with parallel-line or check patterns before being 
fired (Milanich 1994:111). The subsistence of these mostly coastal-dwelling 
people was much like that of their Archaic ancestors and focused mostly around 
fish and shellfish. Smaller inland sites are typically found in association with 
resources not found along the coast, such as chert quarries (Milanich 1994:114). 
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People also started burying some of their more valued members in mounds 
during this time (Milanich 1994:114).  
 Deptford burials have supposedly been discovered at the Bell site (8Ok19) 
by local surface collectors, and with the assistance of Yulee Lazarus, these were 
excavated in 1968 (Bunn 1971:169). Under an undisturbed Deptford midden 
layer, they encountered a burial containing the remains of six individuals and 
what they believed to be a broken clay female torso (Bunn 1971:170-172). 
However, figurines typically show up in the archaeological record around Middle 
Woodland times, so these burials might be a bit younger than previously thought.  
 As for burial mounds, there are two on the north side of the bay across 
from Hogtown Bayou at Basin Bayou and at the mouth of Mullet Creek, and four 
in present day Fort Walton Beach. However, it is unclear whether these were 
burial mounds during Deptford times, or whether they were created later, since 
all of these mounds have later cultural components as well. 
 During this time, there is increased occupation, yet some areas (such as 
Four Mile Peninsula that had a high concentration of Late Archaic sites) are only 
sparsely occupied during the Early Woodland period (New World Research 
1993:545). A similar increase in population during this time is observed in the 
Pensacola area (Bense 1989:31). This period also supposedly marks the end of 
connections with the Poverty Point trade network (New World Research 
1993:558). 
Early Woodland sites/components in the collection I studied  include Bell 
(8Ok19), Cobb’s Point East (8Ok32), Indian Bayou West (8Ok46), Grassy Lake 
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(8Ok51), Golf Course I (8Ok52), Shirk Point (8Ok53), Indian Bayou East 
(8Ok54), No Name Bayou (8Ok62), Hogtown Bayou/Pickens (8Wl09), Near 
Patch Bench Mark (8Wl27), Shoreline (8Wl28), Point Washington Mounds 
(8Wl33), Four Mile Village (8Wl35), Eden Park I (8Wl61), Grayton Beach 
(8Wl69), Huett Bayou East (8Wl71), and Huett Bayou Mound (8Wl72). 
 
2. Middle Woodland (about A.D. 200 – 700).  
The Middle Woodland period in the Choctawhatchee Bay area is 
characterized by intensive burial-mound building and the transition from Deptford 
to Santa Rosa-Swift Creek and early Weeden Island cultures, named after their 
various ceramic series and types. The pottery becomes more elaborate with the 
intricate Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped and Santa Rosa stamped styles, as 
well as Weeden Island Incised, Punctated, cutout and red-painted types, often 
with animal effigies attached to rims. In addition, at this time people began 
making clay and steatite elbow pipes and baked-clay figurines of bare-breasted 
females (Milanich 1994:148). Middle Woodland people also had specialized 
inland sites, much like the earlier Deptford ones (Tesar 1980; White 1981).  
Based on ten radiocarbon dates from four Santa Rosa-Swift Creek sites in 
the Choctawhatchee Bay and Pensacola regions (Phelps 1969), it is suggested 
that the Santa Rosa-Swift Creek cultural period might have begun 150 years 
earlier in the Choctawhatchee region (somewhere between A.D. 150 – 450) than 
in Pensacola (between A.D. 350-670; Bense 1998:252).  However, only two sites 
were dated, and only four dates total were taken from these sites in the 
Choctawhatchee Bay area, so the small sample size might not reflect an 
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accurate representation. In addition, at 8Ok05, Mikell (1992a) found that there 
was no clearly defined Santa Rosa-Swift Creek period between Deptford and 
Weeden Island components (1992a:218), which could have been the case at the 
two sites dated. 
Faunal remains from Santa Rosa-Swift Creek shell middens in Pensacola 
and the Choctawhatchee Bay area show mixed oyster (Crassostrea virginica) 
and clam (Rangia cuneata), which live in environments with different salinity 
levels (Bense 1998:253; Phelps 1969; Quitmyer 1994). Mikell’s (1992a) 
excavations at 8Ok05 produced the same results for Late Woodland times, and 
he believes that they were either exploiting two different environments, or a 
large-scale (or even seasonal or periodic) environmental change occurred that 
affected salinity levels and subsequently, the availability of one species 
(1992a:215). Based on the research that I have done, expanded upon in more 
detail in Chapter 6, I feel the latter is more likely due to changes in sea-levels 
during this time. 
Collection sites with Middle Woodland components include Bell (8Ok19), 
Indian Bayou West (8Ok46), Grassy Lake (8Ok51), Golf Course I (8Ok52), Shirk 
Point (8Ok53), Indian Bayou West (8Ok54), No Name Bayou (8Ok62), and 
Grayton Beach (8Wl69). 
 
3. Late Woodland (about A.D. 700 – 900).  
The Late Woodland period in northwest Florida is known as late Weeden 
Island (Willey’s Weeden Island II), and is based on the occurrence of ceramic 
assemblages in which there are few or no early Weeden Island types and a 
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predominance of check-stamped pottery. Other than a change in pottery, this 
period remains fairly the same as Middle Woodland times on the coast (Milanich 
1994), though people inland are experimenting with cultivation of maize and 
other crops.  
Gregory Mikell has conducted extensive excavations at a Weeden Island 
village site (8Ok05; 1992a, 1992b) that has given us a glimpse into life on 
Choctawhatchee Bay during this time. This site was a fishing village with 
ceremonial and mortuary aspects (Mikell 1992a:218). Based on the ceramic 
assemblage, Mikell (1992a) concluded that there was no clearly defined Santa 
Rosa-Swift Creek component period between Deptford and early Weeden Island 
(1992a:218). In addition, he found evidence in the ceramics and radiocarbon 
dates for two distinct Weeden Island components, but was unable to fit them into 
Willey’s (1949) or Percy and Brose’s (1974) schemes (Mikell 1992a:216-218). 
The lower midden had a date of ca. A.D. 600 and had a wide variety of Weeden 
Island ceramics, while the upper midden dated to ca. A.D. 800 and had a 
ceramic assemblage of mostly check-stamped and plainware (Mikell 1992a:200), 
but these are clearly early and late Weeden Island components. Similar results 
were found east of Choctawhatchee Bay at Gotier Hammock (8Gu2) in the 
Apalachicola River delta, where there was a variety of early Weeden Island and 
Swift Creek ceramics, no Santa Rosa pottery at A.D. 650, while late Weeden 
Island sites have a higher occurrence of plain and check-stamped pottery (White 
2010:177). 
24 
This study also found that the two dominant species of shellfish present 
were Rangia and oyster (Mikell 1992a:215), the same as during Middle 
Woodland times. Much like during Middle Woodland times, the Late Woodland 
period also experienced fluctuations in sea levels that are explained further in 
Chapter 6. 
Some other sites with Late Woodland components that are a part of the 
collection I studied are Bell (8Ok19), South Niceville (8Ok34), Indian Bayou West 
(8Ok46), Boggy Bayou (8Ok50), Grassy Lake (8Ok51), Golf Course I (8Ok52), 
Shirk Point (8Ok53), Indian Bayou East (8Ok54), No Name Bayou (8Ok62), 
Shoreline (8Wl28), Point Washington Mounds (8Wl33), Eden Park I (8Wl61), 
Grayton Beach (8Wl69), Huett Bayou East (8Wl71), and Huett Bayou Mound 
(8Wl72). 
 
Mississippian (A.D. 1000 – about 1700) 
 The Choctawhatchee Bay area is unique in that it contains aspects of both 
Fort Walton and Pensacola cultures, both local manifestations of Mississippian 
cultural adaptation. While both have evidence of powerful chiefdoms, flat-topped 
temple mounds, and many Mississippian pottery forms (White et al. 2012), there 
are two ways of telling the two apart. The first is that Fort Walton pottery is 
tempered with grit primarily, but sand or grog is also used to a lesser extent 
(White et al. 2012), while Pensacola has shell tempering, sometimes mixed with 
other aplastics (Milanich 1994). The second is that the people of the Pensacola 
tradition were not as intensive agriculturalists as the Fort Walton people (Milanich 
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1994:381), though recent research suggests Fort Walton people on the coast 
were still collecting wild resources, not farming (Marrinan and White 2007). Harris 
(2012) notes that only two sites on the Choctawhatchee Bay have evidence for 
the cultivation of maize (8Ok19 and 8Wl119). However, this is incorrect since 
evidence of maize has been found on Choctawhatchee Bay at 8Ok38 (Mikell 
1997:6) as well. In addition, cob-marked pottery was included in the part of the 
collection I studied that came from 8Ok62. 
 At late prehistoric Mississippian sites, shell-tempered pottery increases 
moving from east to west on sites west of the Apalachicola River, and begins to 
dominate assemblages at some sites around Choctawhatchee Bay (Bense 1989; 
Brose and Percy 1978; Harris 2012; Lazarus 1971). In the Apalachicola River 
valley to the east, they used everything except shell to temper their pottery 
(White et al. 2012). However, sites around Choctawhatchee Bay range in their 
percentages of shell-tempered pottery from none to over 75% (Harris 2012). Just 
west in Pensacola, the percentages of shell-tempered pottery are 85% and up 
(Harris 2012). To the east of Choctawhatchee Bay in the St. Andrew’s Bay area, 
the occurrence of shell-tempered Pensacola pottery averages about only 12%, 
with Fort Walton pottery making up the rest of the assemblage. There has yet to 
be a consensus on why there is an overlapping mixture of Fort Walton and 
Pensacola ceramic series (Bense 1989; Brose and Percy 1978; Harris 2012; W. 
Lazarus 1971; Mikell 1990, 1992a, 1995; Tesar 1980; New World Research 
1993; Willey 1949). An interesting research aspect is that the actual Fort Walton 
temple mound site, the type site that gave its name to Fort Walton culture (Willey 
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1949), is actually a Pensacola culture site, since most of its pottery was shell-
tempered (Marrinan and White 2007). 
The Fort Walton-period sites/components included in the collection I 
studied are Goodthing Lake (8Ok12), Bell (8Ok19), Cobb’s Point East (8Ok32), 
Indian Bayou West (8Ok46), Golf Course I (8Ok52), Indian Bayou East (8Ok54), 
No Name Bayou (8Ok62), Piney Point (8Wl05), Hogtown Bayou/Pickens 
(8Wl09), Shoreline (8Wl28), Johnson (8Wl30), Point Washington Mounds 
(8Wl33), Eden Park I (8Wl61), Huett Bayou East (8Wl71), and Huett Bayou 
Mound (8Wl72). However, Bell, No Name Bayou, Hogtown Bayou/Pickens, and 
Johnson also have Pensacola components. 
 
Modern History 
 While there is no evidence to suggest that there were any Spanish or 
British military settlements in the Choctawhatchee Bay region, there is material 
evidence that Europeans either passed through the area or were in contact with 
the protohistoric people living there at that time. Intermittent Spanish settlements 
were in place in Pensacola as early as the Luna expedition in 1559, and in the 
later 1600s permanent occupations were established in Pensacola and St. 
Marks, to the west and east of Choctawhatchee Bay, and by 1701 at St. Joseph 
Bay to the east. More permanent European-American occupation begins in the 
early 1800s by small groups of pioneers. It is not until the late 1800s that 
population increased slightly because people were looking to get into the timber 
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industry that was now possible due to the construction of a railroad that passed 
through the region (New World Research 1993). 
 Evidence of early contact with Europeans has been found at a number of 
sites around the bay, including three Fort Walton cemeteries (Hogtown 
Bayou/Pickens, Johnson, and Point Washington Mounds). Items found at these 
sites include glass beads, and iron and copper objects (Lazarus 1964b:134). One 
of these copper items happened to be a coin made into a pendant (two holes 
were drilled into it) found in a burial at the Johnson site. It is a Spanish two-
maravedis coin minted in Santo Domingo between 1532 and 1557 (Lazarus 
1964b:136). This tells us that there was European contact in the region as early 
as the middle sixteenth century, probably relating to some of the earliest 
explorers. Another site in Alabama, Bear Point Mound (Ba1), also has Spanish 
coin (this one silver) minted around the same time as the one found at Johnson 
(Lazarus 1964b:136). Both sites are very similar in that they are burial mounds 
that date to the same time, and have similar artifacts, except Bear Point Mound 
has higher number of European items and a higher percentage of shell-tempered 
pottery (Lazarus 1964b:136).  
Other early historic items that have been found in the area are lead balls 
(possibly musket), a glazed ceramic ball (possibly an early marble), pieces of 
metal armor, and iron nails. The only sites from the collection I studied that 
produced such early historic artifacts are Bell (8Ok19), Hogtown Bayou/Pickens 
(8Wl09), Johnson (8Wl30), and Point Washington Mounds (8Wl33). 
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CHAPTER 4: 
PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH 
  
Early Investigations 
Much like the rest of the panhandle, the Choctawhatchee Bay area was 
originally explored in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries by 
adventurous travelers and naturalists. By the late 1800s, people began to take 
more of an interest in the archaeology of the area. Although still rudimentary, 
reports of mounds in the area began to be published, which spurred an interest in 
those who were otherwise unfamiliar with what was hidden in this area 
(Sternberg 1876).  
 
S.T. Walker in 1882 to 1884 
Starting in 1882, S.T. Walker began investigations of Florida’s Gulf coast 
starting in Hillsborough County, and ending in Pensacola Bay. The Smithsonian 
Institution funded several expeditions to this coastline, where Walker 
documented and mapped sites along the bay, as well as along East Bay, which 
is actually to the west (Figure 4.1; Walker 1883,1885). In his report, Walker 
notes: 
It is almost certain that the aborigines lived around these waters in vast 
numbers. Every cove and headland that is habitable was occupied; all 
points possessing unusual advantages for hunting and fishing were 
29 
densely peopled, and at several points towns of considerable size existed. 
There is hardly an acre of ground on the entire coast of the bay that does 
not contain some evidence of aboriginal existence or occupation 
[1885:860]. 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1.Map of Choctawhatchee Bay and sites created by S.T. Walker (adapted 
from Walker 1885:861). Half circles indicate shell heaps and trapezoids with black 
triangles indicate mounds. 
 
Walker also states that “two points seem to have been selected by the 
aboriginals as sites for large towns, and both were located on points or 
peninsulas surrounded by shoal water, a condition necessary for this particular 
mode of fishing” (Walker 1885:860). Based on his map, I believe these points 
were probably Four Mile Point on the southern shore and the land in Destin 
around Joes Bayou, just east of East Pass. While he indicates a number of sites 
in these areas, his map and descriptions are not clear enough to make direct 
correlations between them and sites in the collection.  
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Clarence B. Moore in 1900s 
One of the more well-known explorers of this area was Clarence B. 
Moore, who took some of the most detailed notes and photographs on sites and 
artifacts for his time. His methods were not on a par with today’s standards, but 
nonetheless, his publications have allowed archaeologists to have a glimpse of 
where many sites were and what their condition was in past times (Moore 1901, 
1902, 1918). Moore’s research allows people to compare early views of the 
region to those of the greater Southeast U.S. during the early 1900s.  
In his exploration around Choctawhatchee Bay, Moore documented and 
dug into several mounds including Walton’s camp mound (now known as the Fort 
Walton Temple Mound). At these sites, Moore uncovered a number of vessels, 
burials, human and animal effigies, beads, points, and other artifacts (Moore 
1901). Much like at other places that Moore investigated, he kept most of his 
excavations to burial sites that produced beautiful and unusual specimens that 
he could send home, and ignored the multitude of other habitation sites in this 
region. One site that he worked on that part of my study collection comes from is 
the Hogtown Bayou/Pickens site (8Wl09). Moore was the first to suspect that the 
burial site existed, but he was not able to locate it until his second expedition to 
Northwest Florida (Moore 1901:496). There Moore uncovered over 100 burials, 
yet he only described 19 that he deemed to be “worthy of description” in 
moderate detail (Moore 1918:539). Most of these burials contained skulls with 
pottery on them. The pottery was only briefly described, and no illustrations were 
31 
made since they were similar to other Fort Walton pottery that he had previously 
gone into detail about. 
 
Gordon Willey in 1939 and 1940 
In 1939 and 1940, professional archaeologist Gordon Willey began 
researching sites along the Gulf coast. His often-cited book, Archeology of the 
Florida Gulf Coast, brought to light many of the issues surrounding culture history 
and chronology at the time. Other than his actual dates, which have been 
changed since radiocarbon dating has been available, most of Willey’s work is 
still highly valuable and relevant for anyone doing research along Florida’s Gulf 
coast (Willey 1949). Willey was one of the first researchers to stop and spend 
some time in this area, and not just briefly pass through. His longer stay and 
resulting research from here and at other sites in northwest Florida has provided 
a much needed basis for pottery identification and chronology in this area. For 
many of the sites in Florida, Willey would locate previously recorded (or 
mentioned) sites, conduct excavations, then create catalogues of all of the 
pottery collected by himself and others (that he could find records of). This 
cataloging included typing (sometimes creating new categories) his pottery and 
pottery found by others such as C.B. Moore. This allowed him to create a 
comprehensive and standardized database of ceramics found at sites all over 
Florida, which he included in his book. This book includes two sites from the 
collection:  Piney Point (8Wl05) and Hogtown Bayou/Pickens (8Wl09).  
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William C. and Yulee Lazarus from 1950s – 1970s 
After 1950, research in northwest Florida began to be more regionalized 
and specific compared to the widespread generalized research done previously.  
W.C. Lazarus (1958, 1964a, 1964b, 1965, 1971) and his wife Y. Lazarus (1971, 
1979, 1986) were some of the first avocational archaeologists to take a specific 
interest in the Choctawhatchee Bay area and documented many of the first sites 
for this region in the Florida Master Site File. They became professionals when 
their interest in the archaeology of this area led in 1962 to the creation of the Fort 
Walton Indian Temple Mound Museum, which houses many of the artifacts that 
they and others have found in this area (White 1999). It was with their assistance 
that the collector and his father were able to document many of the sites that 
they found during this time, and probably because of them that they took the time 
to document their findings. 
The Lazaruses had a range of interests and topics that they published on, 
ranging from analyses of specific projectile points to Fort Walton burials. During 
many of his excavations and subsequent studies, William Lazarus in particular 
would employ the knowledge and assistance of locals and acknowledge their 
efforts in his publications.  
During his research, William Lazarus encountered several Late Archaic 
sites that contained artifacts similar to those of Poverty Point in Louisiana, such 
as steatite, baked clay balls, galena, and jasper. He interpreted these as local 
manifestations of the Poverty Pont culture and named this occurrence the Elliott’s 
Point Complex (Lazarus 1959).  
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While the Lazaruses conducted numerous notable excavations in the 
Choctawhatchee Bay region, two are particularly worthy of mentioning. The first 
is the Fort Walton Temple Mound (8Ok06). There they conducted excavations in 
1963, 1966, 1971, and 1973, since by 1963 the Fort Walton Temple Mound 
Museum was established, and the Lazaruses were in charge of work done there. 
The information collected from these projects was similar to the findings of 
previous work.     
The second is the Buck Burial Mound (8Ok11) where William Lazarus 
(along with the current collection owner, who was a field technician) excavated in 
January of 1958 (Lazarus 1979). This mound had been leveled at the turn of the 
century, but a construction project in 1958 led to the discovery of more Middle 
Woodland artifacts and burials. There, Lazarus discovered the remains of a dog 
that had been intentionally buried, along with several human and animal effigies 
and the base of the famous Weeden Island red and black-painted four-legged 
human effigy ceremonial vessel (Lazarus 1979) that is on the cover of the most 
recent synthesis of Florida archaeology (Milanich 1994). The current collection 
owner took me to this location (which is completely developed now) and told me 
an interesting story behind this vessel. Apparently, he was the one who actually 
found the face of the vessel in 1966 while digging for Lazarus near the site (now 
the parking lot behind an insurance company). He said that when he found it, he 
thought it was a bowl and handed it over to Yulee Lazarus who quickly cleaned it 
up and recognized the connection between it and the base found the previous 
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year. It was quite a lucky and rare find similar to finding a missing piece to a 
puzzle several years later in the next room.  
William Lazarus worked on and filed the initial recordings in the Florida 
Master Site File (FMSF) for 14 sites included in this collection. These sites are 
Goodthing Lake (8Ok12), Bell (8Ok19), East Cobb’s Point (8Ok32), South 
Niceville (8Ok34), Boggy Bayou (8Ok50), Grassy Lake (8Ok51), Golf Course I 
(8Ok52), Shirk Point (8Ok53), Indian Bayou East (8Ok54), Hogtown 
Bayou/Pickens (8Wl09), Johnson (8Wl30), Eden Park I (8Wl61), Grayton Beach 
(8Wl69), and Rosin Bayou, West (8Wl75). All of these are covered in further 
detail in Chapter 7. 
 
Charles H. Fairbanks in 1960 
During the same time that the Lazaruses were conducting their work, 
Charles Fairbanks, who was a famous Florida State University archaeologist, 
was also doing some work of his own, and in fact encouraging these 
avocationals to do professional-quality archaeology. His first interest was in the 
Poverty Point-type baked clay objects that can be found throughout this area, 
and what their connection to Poverty Point and other sites with similar objects 
might be (Fairbanks 1959). This led him to investigate similar findings at other 
sites to see if any patterns could be discerned that would give clues on what they 
were used for and when. 
In July of 1960, Charles Fairbanks and a small crew began excavations at 
the Fort Walton Temple Mound (8OK6) (Fairbanks 1965).This was the first 
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systematic excavation of the mound that was conducted in order to learn about 
its construction, uses, and periods of occupation, and to have an accurate 
account to compare with the reports of previous investigators (Fairbanks 1965). 
Here he found evidence of occupation from Archaic into the Fort Walton period. 
On the eastern half of the mound, Fairbanks and his crew uncovered 13 burials 
containing 17 individuals (Fairbanks 1965:245). Other findings include shell tools 
and beads, chipped stone tools, hematite, ground stone tools, over 32 types of 
pottery including Deptford, Santa Rosa, Swift Creek, Weeden Island, Fort 
Walton, Pensacola, and Lamar, to name a few. On the western half of the 
mound, Faribanks found evidence of summit structures, and believed that people 
mostly occupied this half leaving the other half for burials (Fairbanks 1965:239)  
In June of 1958, Fairbanks also conducted work at Four Mile Village 
(8Wl35), which is one of my study collection sites. There he did a brief survey of 
the site and found baked-clay balls, fragments of hematite slabs, grit-tempered 
pottery sherds, and several stemmed projectile points made of granular “flint.” 
The clay balls were found around three areas of charcoal that were about 60 
centimeters in diameter (Fairbanks 1959:95).  
In addition to Lazarus, Fairbanks also worked at the Bell site (8Ok19), 
which is discussed in further detail in Chapter 7. 
 
Recent Investigations 
Other notable researchers who have conducted recent excavations in this 
specific area are New World Research, Inc. (1993), Calvin Jones (1988, 1991), 
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and Gregory Mikell (1987, 1990, 1992a, 1992b, 1992c, 1995, 1997). Many of 
these and other similar studies looked at culture history and chronology of the 
area and the cultural connections that the prehistoric inhabitants might have had 
with nearby people (Shahramfar 2008; Harris 2012), and others were cultural 
resource surveys and impact assessments. 
The Eglin Air Force Base Historic Preservation Plan (New World Research 
1993) is currently the most comprehensive publication on this area, yet this 
report is lacking since the archaeologists did not consult local collectors very 
much, and therefore is missing the wealth of knowledge and data that have been 
kept hidden by many private regional collectors (Nancy White, personal 
communication, 2012). 
While this report focuses primarily on the land occupied by the Eglin Air 
Force Base, the information it provides is still applicable to the sites that fall just 
outside of its boundaries. The survey took five years and covered areas in Santa 
Rosa, Okaloosa, and Walton counties (well into the area of this thesis research). 
While this report does provide the results of extensive testing, it also shows a 
heavy reliance on past information and reports, including gathering information 
from some locals who had collected as children before so many of the sites were 
destroyed. 
In the late 1980s and early 1990s, Calvin Jones, formerly with the Bureau 
of Archaeological Research, Florida Division of Historical Resources, conducted 
two large surveys in the Choctawhatchee Bay region that included sites that are 
a part of this study collection (8Wl9 and 8Wl33). His investigations focused on 
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the potential impact of development to burial sites that had Weeden Island and 
Fort Walton components, as well as locating and confirming site locations for 
previously recorded sites (Jones 1988, 1991). Through his investigations, Jones 
determined that the location of site 8Wl33 had been incorrectly recorded by 
Lazarus 1958, and that it was actually a quarter of a mile southeast of where it 
was previously believed to have been (Jones 1988:1). 
During the 1990s, Gregory Mikell conducted several archaeological 
investigations of various parts of the Choctawhatchee Bay area. While many of 
these projects were surveys, several excavations focused on reconstructing 
patterns of site use during the Middle and Late Archaic periods, and discussing 
site occupation with respect to several competing sea level models (Curren et al. 
1998; Mikell and Saunders 2007). 
 In the early 1990s, Mikell conducted three separate excavations at site 
8WL38, a Fort Walton village site near a burial site (8WL09) where part of my 
study collection is from, and excavations at site 8OK5, a Weeden Island village 
site originally excavated by Willey in 1940 (Mikell 1992a, 1992b, 1994; Willey 
1949). In his reports, Mikell compares his findings to those of some nearby sites. 
Other sites that he has worked on that are part of my study collection are Point 
Washington Mounds (8Wl33) and Grayton Beach (8Wl69). These were surveyed 
in 1998, along with others as part of a reconnaissance survey of the lower 
Choctawhatchee River drainage system (Curren et al. 1998). At the Point 
Washington Mounds site, he mostly assed the current condition and conducted 
ground penetrating radar (GPR) to look for and record any anomalies that might 
38 
possibly be burials (Curren et al. 1998:21). At the Grayton Beach site, a similar 
approach was taken, and one shovel test along with GPR indicated that a 
midden is present under 15 centimeters of recent sand fill (Curren et al. 
1998:25). This brief visit did not allow him to determine the current research 
potential of this site. However, his detailed findings and summation of nearby 
sites have provided a valuable resource with which to compare my results, as 
discussed later in this thesis.  
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CHAPTER 5: 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
In order to address the research questions pertaining to the newly-
available materials that I studied for this thesis, all artifacts to which I was given 
access needed to be inventoried, identified and photographed. All of the artifacts 
were classified into established types and tabulated by material, cultural period, 
and location. Site location was also mapped in GIS, and several maps were 
made to analyze site distribution patterns based on geographical features, 
cultural periods, and artifact types.   
The Poverty Point-type clay objects were also subjected to a portable X-
ray fluorescence (pXRF) analysis to see if they were made locally in northwest 
Florida or came from the main Poverty Point region in Louisiana. This is a non-
destructive analysis that gives the concentration values for trace elements in an 
object. These values are sometimes graphed in a bivariate plot to look for 
similarities and differences between sites and materials. However, a multivariate 
plot that represents at least several of the elements measured is the ideal choice 
since it shows potential distinctions and groupings much more clearly than a 
bivariate plot. In this study, both types of plots will be used. This part of my study 
was possible because of a previous larger project done by other researchers, 
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including USF’s Robert H. Tykot, establishing baseline data on similar objects 
(Koppe 2010; Tykot 2012).  
 
Collector’s Methods 
 While the collectors whose materials I am studying had no formal training 
in archaeology, they did have a method for where, when, and how they collected. 
The current owner and his father would first wait for “prime” weather conditions.  
These conditions occurred in the winter when cold fronts pass through. If the 
wind was blowing in the right direction, the water of the bay would recede and be 
very calm. They would then walk along the edge of the freezing waters looking 
for artifacts that would get trapped in the tree roots when the water receded. If a 
particular area was very productive, they would take note of it, have someone 
document it (in most of the cases this was done by William C. Lazarus, but the 
current collection owner’s father did document one himself) for the Florida Master 
Site File, and then return to it at a later time. They worked at a total of 35 sites, 
which are listed in Table 5.1, and also six general areas that were not given 
specific site numbers.   
If the weather was not right when they went out, they would take screens, 
buckets, shovels, and machetes with them in order to water screen along the 
coast. The father would take his machete and cut into the sand with it in a cross 
hatch pattern. When the machete hit an artifact it would make a particular sound 
that the father could identify. When this happened, the area would be dug up and 
screened for artifacts. 
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Table 5.1. List of sites noted on collector’s map and on 
artifacts.  
Site # Name Used in Collection FMSF Name
8Ok06 Ft. Walton Temple Mound Fort Walton Temple Mound
8Ok12 Goodthing Lake Goodthing Lake
8Ok19 Bell Bell
8Ok24 Kelly Kelly
8Ok32 Cobb's Point Cobb's Point East
8Ok34 - South Niceville
8Ok35 Mossey Cove/Chambless Chambless
8Ok45 - Shell Cove
8Ok46 - Indian Bayou West
8Ok50 Boggy Bayou Boggy Bayou
8Ok51 Grass Lake Grassy Lake
8Ok52 - Golf Course 1
8Ok53 Shirk Point Shirk Point
8Ok54 Indian Bayou East Indian Bayou East
8Ok58 - Golf Course 2
8Ok62 No Name Bayou No Name Bayou
8Ok68 - Boat Club
8Ok71 - Lake Postil 2
8Ok82 - Hall
8Wl05 - Piney Point 
8Wl09 Picken's Hogtown Bayou/Pickens
8Wl27 - Near Patch Bench Mark
8Wl28 Shoreline Shoreline
8Wl30 - Johnson
8Wl32 - Choctawhatchee Beach 2
8Wl33 Ft. Walton Cemetery
Point Washington 
Mounds/Cemetery Site
8Wl35 Four Mile Village Four Mile Village
8Wl43 Morrison Morrison Spring
8Wl50 - renumbered to 8Wl09
8Wl61 Eden Eden Park #1
8Wl69 - Grayton Beach
8Wl71 - Huett Bayou East
8Wl72 - Huett Bayou Mound
8Wl75 - Rosin Bayou, West
8Wl80 Cowford Fish Camp Cowford
 
*Sites in red boldface had artifacts that I was able to study, 
while the rest of the sites were mentioned, but I was not 
given access to any of their artifacts. 
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Once artifacts had been taken back to their home, they would usually be 
labeled with the site number in India ink and pen, red pen, or pencil. They would 
then be stored in various containers such as cigar boxes, plastic bags, and old  
orange crates. Over the years, the artifacts were forgotten until the original 
collector and his wife had passed on. The collection then passed on to the son 
who had helped with the collecting so many years before. He is the current 
owner; he slowly moved some of the containers (the original ones from when the 
father first packed them away) to his attic in Tennessee, but some stayed in Fort 
Walton Beach. These same containers are the ones the ones in which I received 
the artifacts; in these containers, the contents had never been organized in any 
meaningful fashion.  
 
Laboratory Methods 
 I obtained the artifacts on loan in three batches, the first in November of 
2009, the next in December of 2009, and the last in January of 2011. All work on 
them was done by myself in the USF lab. All artifacts were first sorted by general 
type (stone, ceramic, shell, bone, metal), and then sorted by site designation, 
rebagged and reboxed in banker’s boxes. Artifacts that were not labeled with 
information to connect them to a specific site in the Choctawhatchee Bay area 
were given the label “unknown,” but were considered as having a general 
provenience for the entire area. Any information written on the artifacts other than 
the catalogue numbers that I assigned was written by the collector and was 
documented under the “notes” section of the artifact database.  
43 
Some artifacts had “FA” followed by a number written on them. The “FA” 
stands for an abbreviation of their family name. This was an attempt made by the 
father to organize the artifacts, but not all were given numbers. His organization 
consisted of numbering an object (only projectile points), then on one or more 
sheets of paper he would draw a picture of the object, measure it, attempt to 
identify the type, and then sometimes write additional notes on what he thought 
about the object. These notes were then stored, mostly in three three-ring 
binders about four inches deep. These binders are currently being stored at the 
home of the collector. If an artifact had one of these FA numbers, the number 
was documented under the “FA #” section of my database.  
Artifacts were classified based on Willey’s (1949) original ceramic type 
definitions, White’s (2009) Northwest Florida Artifact Typology and Sorting 
Criteria Guide, and several projectile point guides (Bullen 1975; Cambron and 
Hulse 1986; McGahey 2000; Whatley 2002). The specific terminology used is 
based on these guides and other commonly used resources. Type collections, 
identification guides and the opinions of experts were also used in order to 
identify each artifact as thoroughly as possibly.   
For projectile point identifications, Bullen’s 1975 guide on Florida points 
was consulted first, followed by the Alabama (Cambron and Hulse 1986), 
Georgia (Whatley 2002), and Mississippi (McGahey 2000) point guides. The 
reference used to identify each point is listed under the “reference” column of the 
database. 
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All documented artifacts were also digitally photographed in order to have 
a pictorial record of them once they have been returned. This will allow for 
potential research in the future, and aided in recording artifacts that could not be 
removed from the collector’s home in Tennessee. I estimate that 35 to 40 per 
cent of the collection was unable to be documented and is still in the possession 
of the collector. 
 In addition, for all artifacts recorded, information such as weight or size 
was listed in the Excel database. These measurements were taken at maximum 
points. Due to limitations including time restraints and access to artifacts, I was 
not able to collect measurements for all artifacts. Information collected is tied to 
each corresponding line of data and photograph number in the database for 
artifacts with catalogue numbers. After analysis is finished, those artifacts still in 
the USF lab will be returned to the collector. The complete catalogue of artifacts 
in the study collection is presented in Appendix A, and photos of all artifacts are 
in Appendix B, except ones that are included in the body of this thesis, which are 
cross-referenced to their location in the text. 
 
Trace-element Analysis 
This particular part of my thesis focuses on the connection between the 
Late Archaic Poverty Point-type objects (what is known as Elliott’s Point culture 
in northwest Florida) in the study collection, and similar clay objects from Poverty 
Point and other sites in Louisiana and elsewhere in the Southeast from a time 
during the Late Archaic before fired clay was used for pottery vessels. In a recent 
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and on-going study, Christopher Hays, Robert H. Tykot, and Richard A. 
Weinstein (Hays et al. 2009; Hays et al. 2010) conducted trace-element analyses 
on these Poverty Point-type objects and locally-made pottery from four sites in 
the southeastern United States: the Harris Creek site on Tick Island in northeast 
Florida, the Claiborne site in southeast Mississippi, the Clark Creek site in the 
northwest Florida Apalachicola River valley, and Poverty Point in northeast 
Louisiana. Their preliminary results suggest that these baked-clay objects were 
both made locally, and imported from other sites in the Poverty Point network. 
This thesis research compares the results obtained by these researchers with the 
chemical signatures obtained through trace-element analysis of Elliott’s Point 
clay objects found in the collection I am studying. The aim is to enhance our 
knowledge of the nature of interaction among these sites with each other and 
with the Poverty Point network down the Mississippi valley and across the Gulf of 
Mexico, as discussed later. 
The non-destructive X-ray fluorescence spectrometry is a technique where 
primary X-rays are aimed at the area of an object to be analyzed, vacating 
electrons from the inner shell of the atom. Secondary X-rays are then produced 
when outer electrons fill the vacant spaces, and measured based on their energy 
levels to identify the specific elements involved. The intensity of the peaks 
produced are measured and precise concentration numbers produced using a 
calibration program created mainly for glass-like rocks including obsidian and 
which includes a number of international standards. The values used in this 
study, however, are offset from their true concentrations due to different 
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analytical settings used in the analysis, and different X-ray matrix effects for 
ceramics compared with obsidian.  
Nevertheless, there are no other ceramic analyses these data are being 
compared with, so the numeric offsets do not affect interpretations of ceramic 
groups which are based on having similar elemental compositions. Comparing 
the quantities of certain trace elements in one object to the quantities in similar 
objects, one is able to determine whether they were made of materials from the 
same region or from different regions (Tykot et al. 2010), and thus give new 
insights into trade and other cultural interaction. This additional study is 
discussed further in Chapter 7. 
 
 
47 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 6: 
GIS ANALYSIS OF CHANGING SETTLEMENT PATTERNS THROUGH TIME 
 
In addition to information on the sites that are included in this collection, 
data on all other documented archaeological sites around the bay, obtained from 
the Florida Master Site File (FMSF), were used as well. Site locations were 
mapped in GIS, and several maps were made to analyze site distribution 
patterns based on cultural period.   
The results of GIS site distribution analyses have provided information on 
general area preferences, and periods of intensive and sparse site distribution. I 
have found that, with the exception of one mound located on the southwestern 
edge of Choctawhatchee Bay, prehistoric people did not build mounds on land 
between the bay and the Gulf barrier islands and peninsulas, and only three 
mounds are located farther than ten kilometers from the bay in any direction 
(Figure 6.1). While middens and campsites may be the same thing, the Florida 
Master Site File classifies them separately, and distinguishes the two based on 
the presence of large quantities of shell at sites that are labeled middens. 
While there are only a few archaeological sites that date to the Paleo-
Indian period (Figure 6.2), by the Early Archaic (around 6000 B.C.) the number of 
sites increases significantly and remains fairly consistent throughout the Middle  
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Figure 6.1. GIS image of all prehistoric archaeological sites around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Middens are distinguished from campsites in that they have 
shell deposits. Sites that include prehistoric mounds have also been labeled with 
their site numbers. The mid. to southeastern shore of the bay was not utilized as 
intensively, but does have the highest concentration of burials. Image by Deena 
Woodward using USGS, FGDL, and FMSF data. 
 
and Late Archaic periods (Figure 6.3). The new information that this collection 
provided allowed me to be able to increase the number of sites with Archaic 
components located around the bay that were otherwise not known about by 
professional archaeologists, since local residents collected most (if not all) of the 
points and were not as concerned with collecting chert flakes and pottery sherds. 
Previously, there were 96 known Archaic sites within ten kilometers of the bay, 
but I was able to increase this by 13.5% (13 sites) through the data collected on 
diagnostic points from the collection sites. Of the 96 known sites, 35 were on the 
barrier peninsula. There, the number of Archaic sites was increased by 20% 
(seven new Archaic sites). Early Archaic sites with just points are 
• 8Ok19 
• 8Ok32 
• 8Ok46 
• 8Ok51 
• 8Ok53 
• 8Ok54 
• 8Ok62 
• 8Wl09 
• 8Wl27 
• 8Wl28 
• 8Wl35 
• 8Wl61 
• 8Wl69 
• 8Wl71 
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Middle Archaic sites with just points are 
• 8Ok12 
• 8Ok19 
• 8Ok32 
• 8Ok34 
• 8Ok50 
• 8Ok51 
• 8Ok53 
• 8Ok54 
• 8Ok62 
• 8Wl27 
• 8Ok28 
• 8Wl61 
• 8Wl69 
• 8Wl71 
 
Non-ceramic Late Archaic sites are 
• 8Ok19 
• 8Ok32 
• 8Ok51 
• 8Ok52 
• 8Ok54 
• 8Ok62 
• 8Wl05 
• 8Wl28 
• 8Wl69 
• 8Wl71 
• 8Wl72 
 
Only Poverty Point-type baked clay objects and no fiber-tempered ceramics were 
examined from any Late Archaic sites. 
 
 
Figure 6.2. GIS image of all Paleo-Indian archaeological sites around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Sites from the private collection have also been labeled 
with their site numbers. Image by Deena Woodward using USGS, FGDL, 
FMSF, and private collection data.  
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Figure 6.3. GIS image of all Archaic archaeological sites around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Sites from the private collection have also been labeled 
with their site numbers. Image by Deena Woodward using USGS, FGDL, 
FMSF, and private collection data.  
 
The increase in Archaic sites coincides with a drop in sea levels to 
approximately two meters below current levels (New World Research 1993:52). 
similar decrease in sea levels has also been seen a short distance to the east at 
the Paradise Point site on St. Vincent Island, and also at sites in south peninsular 
Florida such as the Pineland site on Pine Island, and the Wightman site on 
Sanibel Island (Figure 6.4; Stapor and Tanner 1977; Walker et al. 1995). 
By Deptford times, the numbers of sites have increased, especially along 
the northern shore and the rivers and streams located there (Figure 6.5). 
However, by Middle Woodland times, the numbers of sites have decreased 
dramatically, leaving the southeastern area of the bay virtually abandoned with 
the exception of four small sites on the shore of the bay and five sites on the Gulf 
shore (Figure 6.6). The remaining sites are mostly clustered around the rivers 
and streams just north of the bay that feed into it. 
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Figure 6.4. Locations of Choctawhatchee Bay, St. Vincent Island, Pine Island, 
and Sanibel Island in Florida where sea level studies have been conducted, 
from Google Earth. Imagery Date 2/21/2007. 
 
 
Figure 6.5. GIS image of all Deptford archaeological sites around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Sites from the private collection have also been labeled 
with their site numbers. Image by Deena Woodward using USGS, FGDL, 
FMSF, and private collection data. 
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From approximately 1000 B.C. to A.D. 700 sea levels rose from two 
meters below current levels to about one meter higher than current levels 
(Walker et al. 1995:215). At the Paradise Point, Pineland, Solana and Wightman 
sites, a similar trend occurs. At these sites, sea levels were at a significant low at 
60 centimeters below current levels from about A.D. 100 to 300 (Walker et al. 
1995:215). According to Harris (2012), the salinity levels in the Choctawhatchee 
Bay decreased dramatically during the Middle Woodland, so much so that the 
once abundant oyster was replaced by Rangia. This could explain why sites 
began to increase around the rivers and streams just north of the bay in Early 
Woodland times. As oyster populations began to decrease, people probably 
moved to where food was more plentiful and the elevation was higher. By A.D. 
500, sea levels began to rise once again, and were between 70 centimeters and 
1.37 meters higher than present levels by A.D. 700 (Walker et al. 1995:215). This 
change most likely made most of the land south of the bay on the barrier 
peninsulas no longer suitable for habitation. At only 70 centimeters above current 
levels, the high sea would have meant that human occupants at all other sites 
mentioned were displaced due to shoreline inundation (Walker et al. 1995:215). 
As sea levels rose over this 200 year period, people most likely began migrating 
north to avoid flooded areas. 
By the start of the Late Woodland (between A.D. 800 and 900), sea-levels 
regressed from 1.37 meters above mean sea-level to 50 centimeters below mean 
sea-level (Walker et al. 1995:215). This would have been devastating for anyone 
left in the area who depended on aquatic resources. According to Marquardt and 
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Figure 6.6. GIS image of all Santa Rosa-Swift Creek archaeological sites 
around Choctawhatchee Bay. Sites from the private collection have also been 
labeled with their site numbers. Image by Deena Woodward using USGS, 
FGDL, FMSF, and private collection data. 
 
Walker (2012), the inshore fish populations would have moved to deeper waters, 
which would have caused people to intensify their collecting of shellfish until 
either there was not enough left to feed the people still living there, the water 
conditions were inadequate to support the shellfish populations at all, or both. 
However, between A.D. 900 and 950, inshore waters would have been prime 
areas for otherwise coastal-dwelling people (Marquardt and Walker 2012). This 
would explain the large numbers of inland and riverine Weeden Island sites 
around Choctawhatchee Bay (Figure 6.7). People most likely went back and forth 
between the northern shore and around the rivers and streams depending on 
whether the water levels were high or low during this time. With the fairly quick 
and significant changes that occurred during this time, people were probably 
unwilling to chance going down to the barrier peninsula even when sea levels 
were low enough to permit occupation there. 
54 
 
Figure 6.7. GIS image of all Weeden Island archaeological sites around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Sites from the private collection have also been labeled 
with their site numbers. Image by Deena Woodward using USGS, FGDL, 
FMSF, and private collection data. 
 
 
Figure 6.8. GIS image of all Ft. Walton archaeological sites around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Sites from the private collection have also been labeled 
with their site numbers. Image by Deena Woodward using USGS, FGDL, 
FMSF, and private collection data. 
 
 During Ft. Walton times, starting around A.D. 1000, the number of sites 
increases again, and they are fairly evenly dispersed along all shores of the bay 
(Figure 6.8). By this point, sea levels have dropped back down and evened out to 
being at current levels, which made more area available for living on around the 
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bay. With no dramatic changes occurring, and oyster populations returning, 
people possibly began to chance going back to the barrier peninsula. Most of the 
inland Weeden Island sites were abandoned in favor of spots along the coastline 
of Choctawhatchee Bay and elsewhere along the Gulf shore (Harris 2012; Mikell 
1992a). 
While the exact reasoning behind the location preferences of prehistoric 
people is unknown, it is most likely that the minor fluctuations in sea levels 
occurring in the past six thousand years have played a major role in determining 
the areas where people could and chose to live, much like how it did for others 
who lived along the Gulf Coast.   
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CHAPTER 7: 
EXAMINATION AND ANALYSIS OF ARTIFACTS 
 
 Since not all of the artifacts in my study collection were labeled, and some 
were only associated with general areas, I classified everything by area into four 
groups based on the number of artifacts and how specific their location was. The 
first group is “intensely surveyed sites,” specific archaeological sites from which 
more than a few artifacts had been obtained. The second category is “sparsely 
surveyed sites,” which are documented archaeological sites that had at least 
one, but fewer than ten artifacts in this collection (Figure 7.1). Next comes 
“sparsely surveyed areas,” which are general areas of slight artifact recovery, but 
not enough information to designate possible specific sites. The fourth category 
is what I have termed “unknown”; these are artifacts that were recovered around 
Choctawhatchee Bay, but no information on specific or general location (other 
than around the bay) was recorded for them.  
The sites and areas are described below in numerical order, and all 
materials from each are listed in the database in Appendix A, while associated 
photographs of the collection can be found in Appendix B. In addition, current 
information on sites that I visited with the collector (8Wl30, 8Wl33, and 8Wl71) is 
included in the discussion of those particular sites. 
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Figure 7.1.GIS image of all sites producing artifacts analyzed in this thesis. Image 
by Deena Woodward using USGS, FGDL, and FMSF data. 
 
Intensely Surveyed Archaeological Sites 
Bell (8Ok19) 
This site is located on the south side of the bay, East of Joes Bayou 
around a small stream. William C. Lazarus documents this site as being a large 
village midden dating to the Deptford, Santa Rosa-Swift Creek, Weeden Island, 
and Ft. Walton cultural periods. Diagnostic ceramics (variations of Fort Walton, 
Pensacola, and Weeden Island) were used at that time to determine periods of 
occupation. 
This site was originally recorded in December of 1956 by William C. 
Lazarus, and it indicates that ceramics, lithics, metal, and worked shell have 
been discovered here. The site was discovered after hurricane “Flossie” eroded 
the land away and exposed the site. The file for this site was update by William in 
May of 1958, and again in September of 1959. A page of notes from Yulee 
Lazarus was the last thing to be added to this file. While the site file does not 
indicate when it was added, there is a date written on the page: “4-16-74.” 
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Both of the Lazaruses indicate in their notes in the FMSF that there are a 
number of private collectors in the area who had possession of artifacts from this 
site. It is possible that relatives of these individuals still have them. It is also 
possible that some of the pieces found are now being held at the Ft. Walton 
Temple Mound Museum. 
Based on the artifacts from my study collection, there is evidence of 
occupation at this site from Early Archaic up to and beyond Ft. Walton times. The 
materials examined to determine this include 23 chipped stone tools (Figure 7.2), 
six ground stone tools, two shell tools, one steatite sherd, three bone tools, eight 
historic artifacts (metal, ceramic, and stone) and 330 pieces of prehistoric 
pottery. Some of the diagnostics for this site include Deptford, Santa Rosa, Swift 
Creek, Weeden Island, Pensacola, and Fort Walton pottery types, along with 
Gilchrist, Wacissa, Florida Archaic Stemmed, and Little Bear Creek points. 
Further investigation of the Mississippian pottery from this site shows that 
out of the 140 sherds from this site 15 (11%) were Pensacola, while Lazarus 
reports finding Pensacola sherds to comprise 69% of the assemblage. However, 
my percentages are based on the collector’s preferences and what was made 
available to me, so it is not surprising that the numbers are so different.  
Out of the 23 chipped stone tools, 12 were made from non-local Tallahatta 
Sandstone (also known as quartzite; Lloyd 1983), and eight of these can be 
dated to Archaic times. This raw material outcrops in southwest Alabama and 
would have had to be obtained over a distance of up to 100 km. Out of the 18 
diagnostic chipped stone tools examined, nine date to the Archaic period, while 
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the rest are from Early Woodland times. See Tables A.2 to A.7 in Appendix A, 
and Figures B.2 to B.20 in Appendix B. 
 
 
Figure 7.2.Selection of points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok19. 
From left to right (top), Florida Archaic Stemmed, poss. Wacissa, poss. Wacissa, 
rectangular biface, poss. Sumter (Cat. No. DF-0431 to DF-0435). From left to right 
(bottom) poss. Morrow Mountain., broken point tip, poss. Abbey, poss. Wacissa, 
microtool, multi-use microtool (Cat. No. DF-0436 to DF-0441). 
 
 
 
Figure 7.3. Weeden Island Incised rim sherd recovered from 8Ok19. Cat. No. DF-
0288. 
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Figure 7.4. Deptford check-stamped podal support basal sherd recovered from 
8Ok19. Cat. No. DF-0290. 
 
Cobb’s Point East (8Ok32) 
Cobb’s Point East is located on the northern most point in Destin just east 
of Joes Bayou in what is now a housing community. William C. Lazarus was the 
first to record this site in December of 1958, and documents it as being a 
prehistoric shell midden site dating to the Fort Walton period. He indicated in his 
report that ceramics and large quantities of shellfish remains have been found 
here. The materials that Lazarus recovered along with others may be located at 
the Fort Walton Temple Mound Museum. Since his initial report, no other 
updates have been made to this site file. 
Artifacts in the private collection from this site include 42 chipped stone 
tools, 39 of which are diagnostics that date from the Early Archaic to Early 
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Woodland periods (Figure 7.3). Diagnostics include Gilchrist, Florida Archaic 
Stemmed, Elora, Pickwick, and Little Bear Creek points. 
Of the artifacts examined, 19 (almost half) were made of non-local 
material (Tallahatta Sandstone) from Early Archaic through Early Woodland 
times, which indicates that there was a significant amount of interaction between 
people living at this site and other populations. No ceramics in the study 
collection from this site were made available to be examined. See Tables A.8 to 
A.9 in Appendix A, and Figures B.21 to B.24 in Appendix B. 
 
Figure 7.5. Selection of points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok32. 
From left to right (top) poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Putnam, poss. Little 
Bear Creek, poss. Florida Adena (Cat. No. DF-0472 to DF-0474). From left to right 
(bottom) poss. Thelma, poss. Westo, poss. Little Bear Creek, poss. Wacissa 
subtype 2 (Cat. No. DF-0475 to DF-0478). 
 
Grassy Lake (8Ok51) 
Grassy Lake was located by Grass Lake and a small stream on the 
northern shore of the bay approximately 1.4 kilometers northwest of Mid-Bay 
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Bridge. It was originally recorded by William Lazarus and Gerald Spence in 
December of 1960. Together, they found 18 whole Poverty Point-type objects 
and over a dozen fragments, in addition to two hematite fragments, some 
unidentified stone tools, and a few Weeden Island and indeterminate pottery 
sherds. Lazarus notes two other private collections other than the one that I have 
been studying (the Spence collection and the Sharon collection) that have 
artifacts from this site. These people (Gerald Spence and Don Sharon) or their 
families may still be in possession of these artifacts.  
The last (and only) update to the data on this site in the FMSF was made 
in March of 1977 by Louis Tesar as part of a survey done in preparation for the 
construction of a housing development (that is now there since the site was 
determined to have been eroded away), who documented it as a Weeden Island 
base camp midden, but based on my study of artifacts from this new collection, 
there appear also to be Early, Middle, and Late Archaic, Deptford, and Swift 
Creek components. The artifacts examined to determine this include 23 chipped 
stone tools, one ground stone tool, and five Poverty Point-type baked clay 
objects (Figure 7.6). Some of the diagnostics for this site include Bolen Beveled, 
Florida Archaic Stemmed, Ledbetter, and Baker’s Creek points (Figure 7.7). 
Out of the 23 chipped stone tools, only four were made from non-local 
Tallahatta Sandstone, but three of the four are Archaic (the fourth was not a 
diagnostic tool). In total, 16 of the 18 diagnostic chipped stone tools date to the 
Archaic period, while the other two are from Early Woodland times. Besides the 
Poverty Point-type clay objects, no other ceramics from this site were examined 
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in this study collection. See Tables in Appendix A.13 to A.15, and Figures B.27 to 
B.28 in Appendix B. 
 
Figure 7.6. Poverty Point-type objects recovered from 8Ok51. From left to right 
(top), Cat. No. DF-0002, DF-0018, and DF-0023. From left to right (bottom), Cat. 
No. DF-0027 and DF-0037. 
 
 
 
Figure 7.7.Selection of points recovered from 8Ok51. From left to right (top), poss. 
Jackson, Morrow Mountain, Baker’s Creek, poss. Hamilton, Florida  Archaic 
Stemmed, poss. Broward, and poss. Little Bear Creek (Cat. No. DF-0483 to DF-
0489). From left to right (bottom), Ledbetter, poss. Morrow Mountain, Florida 
Archaic Stemmed, Ledbetter, Morrow Mountain, and Florida Archaic Stemmed 
(Cat. No. DF-0490 to DF-0495). 
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Indian Bayou East (8Ok54)  
One the eastern side of Indian Bayou, north of Destin is the Indian Bayou 
East site. It is a shell midden of indeterminate size, since at the time of its first 
recording it was partially inundated. The current private collection owner and 
Gerald Spence (both local collectors) first discovered this site in 1961 and told 
William Lazarus, who submitted the initial site form. They indicate that the site 
has all cultural components from Paleo-Indian to Fort Walton 
In 1986, Janice Ballo and Kenneth Hardin of Piper Archaeology (now 
Janus Research) were hired to conduct an intensive survey of the Kelly Trust 
property where 8Ok54 is located. They believed it to be a village site, and 
concluded that since most of the site had eroded into the water, the research 
potential was low. However, in 1993, New World Research revisited this site in 
order to try to determine site boundaries, since these had not been recorded in 
the report done in 1986. This was the last update made to the site file for the 
Indian Bayou East site. Other artifacts from this site may be found in the 
possession of local private collectors (or their relatives) such as Gerald Spence 
and the Kelly family (who still own property in the area) and at the Fort Walton 
Temple Mound Museum. 
Artifacts from the private study collection confirm occupation for all of the 
previously mentioned cultural periods except Paleo-Indian. The artifacts I 
examined to determine this included 57 chipped stone tools, and seven Poverty 
Point-type baked clay objects (Figure 7.8). Some of the diagnostics for this site 
65 
include Gilchrist, Gilchrist, Florida Archaic Stemmed, and Ledbetter points 
(Figure 7.9).  
 
 
Figure 7.8. Poverty Point-type objects recovered from 8Ok54. From left to right 
(top), Cat. No. DF-0003, DF-0010, DF-0015, and DF-0024. From left to right 
(bottom), Cat. No. DF-0030, DF-0033, DF-0035, and DF-0038. 
 
Out of the 57 chipped stone tools, 26 were made from non-local Tallahatta 
Sandstone, and 23 can be dated to Archaic times. Out of the 48 diagnostic 
chipped stone tools, 45 date to the Archaic period, while the rest are from 
Woodland times. Besides the Poverty Point-type baked clay objects, no other 
ceramics in the study collection from this site were made available to be 
examined. See Tables A.18 to A.20 in Appendix A, and Figures B.30 to B.36 in 
Appendix B. 
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Figure 7.9.Selection of points recovered from 8Ok54. From left to right (top) 
Appalachian, poss. Motley, poss. Halifax, Gilchrist subtype 2, Ledbetter, Florida 
Archaic Stemmed subtype Levy or poss. Hamilton (Cat. No. DF-0405 to DF-0410). 
From left to right (bottom) Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Alachua, poss. 
Gilchrist, Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Marion or Elora, poss. Hernando (Cat. 
No. DF-0411 to DF-0414). 
 
No Name Bayou (8Ok62) 
No Name Bayou was named after the small unnamed bayou where the 
site lies on the eastern mouth. This bayou (now called “No Name Bayou”) is 
located approximately 600 meters east of Mid-Bay Bridge. This site was originally 
recorded as an artifact scatter with Paleo-Indian, Archaic, and Pre-Columbian 
cultural components in February of 1961 by William Lazarus. Lazarus indicated 
that lithics (projectile points, including one fluted point, and other stone tools) and 
aboriginal ceramics have been discovered here.  
In 1986, Janice Ballo and Kenneth Hardin of Piper Archaeology (now 
Janus Research) were hired to conduct an intensive survey (the same survey 
that evaluated 8Ok54) of the Kelly Trust property where 8Ok62 is located. Much 
like Indian Bayou East, Ballo and Hardin concluded that since most of the site 
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was underwater, the research potential was low. Artifacts that have been found 
here are most likely in the possession of local private collectors, but it is possible 
that some are being held at the Fort Walton Temple Mound Museum or in 
Tallahassee at the Department of Historical Resources. 
Based on the artifacts in the study collection, there is evidence of 
occupation at this site from Paleo-Indian up into Fort Walton times. The artifacts 
examined to determine this include 34 chipped stone tools (Figure 7.10), one 
bone tool, 62 pieces of pottery (including one cob-marked; Figure 7.11), and nine 
Poverty Point-type baked clay objects (Figures 7.12 and 7.13). Some of the 
diagnostics for this site include Deptford and Fort Walton pottery types such as 
Deptford Simple-Stamped and Fort Walton Incised, along with Simpson, 
Wacissa, Florida Archaic Stemmed, Kirk Serrated, and Little Bear Creek points. 
Out of the 34 chipped stone tools, 23 were made from non-local Tallahatta 
Sandstone, and 21 of these can be dated to Archaic times. Out of the 23 
diagnostic chipped stone tools examined, 21 date to the Archaic period, while the 
rest are from Early Woodland times. 
As for ceramics, this is the only other site to provide more than a couple of 
sherds for me to inspect. In addition, it is also the only other site from which I was 
able to examine shell-tempered pottery. Most of the pottery from this site was 
indeterminate plainware or indeterminate check-stamped. However, I did come 
across one Deptford Simple-Stamped sherd, one Tucker Ridge Pinched sherd, 
one Carrabelle Incised rim sherd, and one Fort Walton Incised rim sherd. Only 
two (7%) of the indeterminate plainware sherds were shell-tempered, while 24 
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(89%) were sand-tempered. See Tables A.21 to A.24 in Appendix A, and Figures 
B.37 to B.40 in Appendix B. 
 
 
Figure 7.10.Selection of points recovered from 8Ok62. From left to right (top) poss. 
Little Bear Creek, poss. Wacissa subtype 2, poss. Pickwick, Florida Spike, poss. 
Florida Archaic Stemmed (Cat. No. DF-0543 to DF-0547). From left to right 
(bottom) poss. Arredondo, poss. Wacissa subtype 2, poss. Hardee Beveled (Cat. 
No. DF-0548 to DF-0550). 
 
 
 
Figure 7.11. Cob-marked sherd recovered from 8Ok62. Cat. No. DF-0087. 
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Figure 7.12. Poverty Point-type clay objects recovered from 8Ok62. From left to 
right (top), Cat. No. DF-0005, DF-0006, DF-0007 and DF-0008). From left to right 
(bottom), Cat. No. DF-.0009, DF-0011, and DF-0021. 
 
 
 
Figure 7.13. Poverty Point-type clay objects recovered from 8Ok62. From left to 
right, Cat. No. DF-0034A and DF-0039A). 
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Shoreline (8Wl28) 
Shoreline is located in current day Sandestin on the northern shore of the 
barrier peninsula west of Horseshoe Bayou. Currently there are no site file forms 
available on the FMSF online database for this site, and I have been unable to 
locate information pertaining to who first reported the site, or when this site was 
first recorded. However, through their geodatabase file (the file that I used to 
create the maps in Chapter 6) I was able to learn that this site is a prehistoric 
midden that dates to Deptford, Weeden Island, and Fort Walton cultural periods. 
 Based on the artifact examinations from this collection, there is evidence 
of occupation at this site from Early Archaic up into Woodland times. No 
ceramics in the study collection from this site were made available to be 
examined, but I was able to study a number of lithic artifacts. These artifacts 
were 19 chipped stone tools (Figure 7.14). Some of the diagnostics for this site 
include Bolen Beveled, Florida Archaic Stemmed, and Leon points. 
 
Figure 7.14.Selection of points recovered from 8Wl28. From left to right (top) poss. 
Elora or Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Levy, poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed 
with quartz inclusions, poss. Sumter, poss. Bolen side-notched, Florida Archaic 
Stemmed subtype Putnam, poss. Leon (Cat. No. DF-0572 to DF-0577). From left 
to right (bottom), poss. Newnan, poss. Pickwick, poss. Bolen side-notched, broken 
point tip, poss. Clay, unifacial tool with serrated edge (Cat. No. DF-0578 to DF-
0583). 
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Out of the 19 chipped stone tools, six were made from non-local Tallahatta 
Sandstone, and five of these can be dated to the Early Archaic period. In 
addition, out of the 17 diagnostic chipped stone tools, 14 date to the Archaic 
period, while the rest are from Woodland times. See Table A.29 in Appendix A, 
and Figure B.45 in Appendix B. 
 
Grayton Beach (8Wl69) 
Grayton Beach is located on the Gulf shore of the barrier peninsula south 
of the western end of Choctawhatchee Bay. This site was originally discovered 
by an unknown local collector, but one who knew about it (Gerald Spence) told 
William Lazarus of it. Lazarus was first to document the site in the FMSF in April 
of 1960. He documents the site as having Deptford, Swift Creek, and Weeden 
Island cultural components. In addition to the Spence collection, Lazarus 
mentions that Ed Clarno, Van Butler, and others have artifacts from this site. This 
file was updated in January of 1998 by Greg Mikell as part of the 
Choctawhatchee River drainage survey (Curren et al. 1998). Mikell describes the 
site as being a shell midden that was buried under the sand dunes. He also 
found Santa Rosa pottery, and added in that cultural component. An intact 
midden layer is still present under the sand.  
Based on the artifact examinations from this collection, there is evidence 
of additional occupation at this site during Archaic times. The artifacts examined 
to determine this are 26 chipped stone tools (Figure 7.15). Some of the 
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diagnostics for this site include Lost Lake, Florida Archaic Stemmed, and Clay 
point types. 
 
Figure 7.15.Selection of points recovered from 8Wl69. From left to right (top) poss. 
Hamilton, poss. Clay, broken point tip, poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed (Cat. No. 
DF-0597 to DF-0600). From left to right (bottom) poss. Pickwick, poss. Florida 
Adena, Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Levy, poss. Westo, poss. Leon (Cat. No. 
DF-0601 to DF-0605). 
 
 
Out of the 26 chipped stone tools, ten were made from non-local 
Tallahatta Sandstone, and six of these can be dated to Archaic times. Out of the 
19 diagnostic chipped stone tools examined, 16 date to the Archaic period, while 
the rest are from Woodland times. See Table A.35 in Appendix A, and Figures 
B.50 to B.52 in Appendix B. 
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Huett Bayou East (8Wl71)  
Huett Bayou East is located on the northern shore of the barrier peninsula 
between Four Mile Point and Santa Rosa Beach. Currently there are no site file 
forms available on the FMSF online database for this site, and I have been 
unable to locate information pertaining to who first reported the site, or when this 
site was first recorded. However, through the FMSF geodatabase, I was able to 
learn that this site has been reported to have Paleo-Indian, Archaic and Weeden 
Island cultural components. It is unknown when the initial recording of this site 
was made, or who filed it. 
 
 
Figure 7.16. Selection of points recovered from 8Wl71. From left to right (top) poss. 
Gadsden, poss. Arredondo, poss. Jackson, poss. Gary, Pickwick(Cat. No. DF-0650 
to DF-0654). From left to right (bottom) poss. Florida Adena, poss. Pickwick, poss. 
Stanfield, broken point tip, poss. Bradford (Cat. No. DF-0655 to DF-0659). 
 
 
I visited this site with the collector in December of 2009, and found that the 
entire area had been developed. The collector told me that there used to be a 
mound there, but it was leveled in order to build the house that sits there now. 
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Based on the artifact examinations from this collection, there is evidence 
of occupation at this site from Paleo-Indian through Woodland times. The 
artifacts examined to determine this are 76 chipped stone tools (Figure 7.16) and 
one ground stone tool. Some of the diagnostics for this site include Dalton, 
Palmer, Arredondo, Florida Archaic Stemmed, and Ledbetter points. 
Out of the 76 chipped stone tools, 24 were made from non-local Tallahatta 
Sandstone, and 17 of these can be dated to Archaic times. Out of the 70 
diagnostic chipped stone tools examined, 58 date to the Archaic period, while the 
rest are from Paleo-Indian, Woodland, and Mississippian times. No ceramics 
from this site were examined in this study. See Tables A.36 to A.39 in Appendix 
A, and Figures B.53 to B.60 in Appendix B. 
 
Huett Bayou Mound (8Wl72) 
Huett Bayou Mound is located on the northern shore of the barrier 
peninsula between Four Mile Point and Santa Rosa Beach, next to the Huett 
Bayou East site. Currently there are no site file forms available on the FMSF 
online database for this site, and I have been unable to locate information 
pertaining to who first reported the site, or when this site was first recorded. 
However, through the FMSF geodatabase, I was able to learn that Huett Bayou 
Mound has been reported to be a Weeden Island habitation and mound site. It is 
unknown when the initial recording of this site was made, or who filed it.  
Artifacts from this site in the collection show potential evidence for 
occupation during Early Archaic, and possibly Deptford and Fort Walton times as 
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well. The artifacts examined to determine this include nine chipped stone tools, 
six of which are diagnostic (Figure 7.17). Some of the diagnostics for this site 
include Gilchrist, Florida Spike, and Dehli points. 
 
Figure 7.17.Selection of points recovered from 8Wl72. From left to right (top) poss. 
Elora, general biface, poss. Delhi, Florida Spike (Cat. No. DF-0617 to DF-
0620).From left to right (bottom) Gilchrist subtype 2, poss. Tampa, microtool, poss. 
indeterminate biface, bifacial tool with serrated edge (Cat. No. DF-0621 to DF-
0625). 
 
Out of the nine chipped stone tools, five were made from non-local 
Tallahatta Sandstone, and four of these can be dated to Archaic times. Out of the 
six diagnostic chipped stone tools examined, four date to the Archaic period, 
while the rest are from Woodland, and Mississippian times. No ceramics in the 
study collection from this site were made available to be examined. See Table 
A.40 in Appendix A. 
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Rosin Bayou West (8Wl75) 
The Rosin Bayou West site is located near a small stream on the southern 
bank of Hogtown Bayou on the barrier peninsula just west of the significantly 
smaller Rosin Bayou. This site was originally recorded in January of 1963 by the 
current private collection owner’s father and William Lazarus (who wrote up the 
report). Lazarus describes the site as an Archaic lithic workshop and mentions 
that the collectors have several hundred flakes, cores, and chips in their 
possession (I, however, was only given access to 16 by chance because they 
happen to have been mixed in with a box containing points that the current owner 
wanted me to identify). Lazarus also mentions that no ceramics or lithic materials 
other than chert were recovered here (the lack of ceramics is why he attributed it 
to the Archaic period). He does not mention whether any other collectors had 
artifacts from this site. This initial site recording is the only file on record in the 
FMSF. Since there is a large amount of undeveloped land in this vicinity, it is 
possible that site still exists if it has not already been eroded away or destroyed 
by the instillation of seawalls. 
Findings from examinations of items recovered from this site confirm what 
is listed in the site file, although there is possibly a Late Paleo-Indian or Early 
Archaic component due to the diagnostic Waller knife recovered here by the 
collector. Waller knives (named after Ben I. Waller who first identified them) are 
usually medium to large sized secondary flakes with one flat surface and one 
notched end presumably for hafting (Waller 1971:173). These tools are typically 
associated with Late Paleo-Indian Dalton sites, but they could potentially be Early 
77 
Archaic as well since it has also been associated with Early Archaic Bolen 
toolkits (Carter and Dunbar 2006:494).  
Other artifacts recovered from this site include 16 chipped stone pieces. 
Of these tools, 15 are utilized secondary chert flakes and one is a possible 
Waller knife also made of local chert. These findings confirm that this was a 
prehistoric quarry site where people went to obtain local materials and fashion 
tools. See Table A.41 in Appendix A, and Figures B.61 to B.63 in Appendix B. 
 
Sparsely Surveyed Sites 
 As noted, these were recorded sites with only a small number of artifacts 
in the collection I studied. However, they still provide new information on 
previously unknown periods of occupation, mostly commonly adding to the 
record a presence during the Archaic period because of all the projectile points 
obtained by the collectors. There are 13 sites included in this classification, as 
discussed in this section. 
 
Goodthing Lake (8Ok12) 
Goodthing Lake is located in present-day Fort Walton Beach just north of 
Lake Earl. Currently there are no site file forms available on the FMSF online 
database for this site, and I have been unable to locate information pertaining to 
who first reported the site, or when this site was first recorded. However, through 
their geodatabase file I was able to learn that this site is a prehistoric shell 
midden with a Fort Walton cultural component, and that this site was first 
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recorded in January of 1956 by William Lazarus. However, one of the two 
artifacts in the collection I studied from this site is associated with occupation 
during Middle Archaic times as well. This artifact is a chert Florida Archaic 
Stemmed subtype Putnam point. The other item is a broken chert point tip). It is 
unknown where other artifacts from this site might be located. See Table A.1 in 
Appendix A, and Figure B.1 in Appendix B. 
 
South Niceville (8Ok34) 
South Niceville is located (much like the name implies) just south of 
Niceville on the eastern shore of Boggy Bayou. This site was first recorded by 
William Lazarus in 1959, who documented it as being a prehistoric shell midden 
with a Weeden Island cultural component and human remains. This site was 
revisited in 1961 by the University of Florida, who added a Weeden Island II 
component. However, the one artifact examined from this site in the collection 
shows potential evidence for occupation during Middle Archaic times as well. 
This artifact is a chert Florida Archaic Stemmed point. Other artifacts from this 
site might be found at the University of Florida, and in the private collections of 
Gerald Spence and Hight Flexman, according to the FMSF form. See Table A.10 
in Appendix A, and Figure B.24 in Appendix B. 
 
Indian Bayou West (8Ok46) 
Indian Bayou West is located on the western side of Indian Bayou. 
Currently there are no site file forms available on the FMSF online database for 
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this site, and I have been unable to locate information pertaining to who first 
reported it, or when it was first recorded. However, through their geodatabase file 
I was able to learn that this site is a prehistoric shell midden with Deptford, Santa 
Rosa-Swift Creek, Weeden Island, and Fort Walton cultural components, along 
with human remains. However, one of the two artifacts I studied, a possible 
Bolen Beveled chert projectile point shows potential evidence for occupation 
during Early Archaic times as well. The other artifact in the new collection is a 
utilized quartz secondary decortication flake. It is unknown where any other 
artifacts from this collection may be located. See Table A.11 in Appendix A, and 
Figure B.25 in Appendix B. 
 
Boggy Bayou (8Ok50) 
Boggy Bayou site is located close to Niceville on Boggy Bayou. Currently 
there are no site file forms available on the FMSF online database for this site, 
and I have been unable to locate information pertaining to who first reported the 
site, or when this site was first recorded. However, through their geodatabase file 
I was able to learn that this site is a prehistoric shell midden with a Weeden 
Island II cultural component, and was originally recorded in 1960 by William 
Lazarus. However, the one artifact examined from this site in the study collection 
shows potential evidence for occupation during Middle Archaic times as well. 
This artifact is a chert Kirk Serrated projectile point. Other artifacts from this site 
may be located at the Fort Walton Temple Mound Museum. See Table A.12 in 
Appendix A, and Figure B.26 in Appendix B. 
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Golf Course I (8Ok52) 
Golf Course I is located east of the mouth of Rocky Bayou on the northern 
shore of the bay. This site was originally recorded by William Lazarus in January 
of 1961. He describes it as being a prehistoric shell midden with Santa Rosa-
Swift Creek, Weeden Island, and Fort Walton cultural components. However, the 
one artifact examined from this site in the study collection shows potential 
evidence for occupation during Late Archaic to Early Woodland times as well. 
This artifact is a possible Ledbetter projectile point made from Tallahatta 
Sandstone. It is unknown where any other artifacts from this site might be 
located. 
This site was revisited in September 1976 by Dale Benton and Raymond 
Willis, who were hired to survey the area for a company that planned to develop 
it. After an investigation of the site, they recommended that it be tested further. 
No other site updates have been made since 1976. See Table A.16 in Appendix 
A, and Figure B.71 in Appendix B. 
 
Shirk Point (8Ok53) 
Shirk Point site is located on the west side of Shirk Point, on the northern 
shore of the bay. This site was originally recorded by William Lazarus in January 
of 1961. He describes it as a prehistoric campsite with Archaic, Santa Rosa-Swift 
Creek, and Weeden Island cultural components. The four artifacts examined 
from this site in the study collection show potential evidence for occupation 
during Early and Middle Archaic times, and possibly into early Woodland, but no 
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specific evidence for Santa Rosa-Swift Creek or Weeden Island was found. The 
artifacts examined were a Sumter point made of Tallahatta Sandstone, a chert 
Stanly point, a possible Hillsborough chert point, and a chert Appalachian point. 
Other artifacts from this site may be in the private collection of Gerald Spence. 
This site was revisited in December of 1990 by C.J. Clausen as part of an 
investigation of several sites to determine their significance. Clausen concluded 
that most of the site had been eroded into the bay and only a small portion of it 
was still there in 1990. No other updates have been made since. See Table A.17 
in Appendix A, and Figure B.29 in Appendix B. 
 
Piney Point (8Wl05) 
Piney Point is located on the north side of Choctawhatchee Bay on the 
east side of the mouth of Alaqua Bayou near an unnamed spring. It was first 
recorded in the FMSF by an unknown person, but the recording was based on 
the observations of Gordon Willey (1949). These recordings describe the site as 
consisting of two shell middens (one large and one small), that date to the Fort 
Walton period. However, the one artifact from this site in the new collection, a 
possible Culbreath subtype 2 chert projectile point, is potential evidence for 
occupation during Late Archaic times as well. 
This file was last updated in 1995 by Louis Tesar, who surveyed this site 
as part of an inspection of the eastern Choctawhatchee Bay area. Tesar was led 
by Roy Bishop and Curry Brown, local residents who had found artifacts in the 
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area. This trip allowed Tesar to redo the site boundary maps to be more 
accurate. See Table A.25 in Appendix A, and Figure B.41 in Appendix B. 
 
Hogtown Bayou/Pickens (8Wl09) 
Hogtown Bayou/Pickens is located on the eastern edge of Four Mile 
Peninsula by Mack Bayou on the barrier peninsula. C.B. Moore was the first to 
suspect that this site existed, but he was not able to locate it until his second 
expedition to northwest Florida in 1918. There Moore uncovered over 100 
burials, yet he only described 19 that he deemed to be “worthy of description” in 
moderate detail (Moore 1918:539). Most of these burials contained skulls with 
pottery on them. The pottery was only briefly described, and no illustrations were 
made since they were similar to other Fort Walton pottery that he had previously 
gone into detail about. 
This site was revisited in 1959 by Gerald Spence and William Lazarus. 
Together, they found over 1,000 sherds, and noted that they were stacked on top 
of each other in a layer very similar to what they had seen at 8Wl30 and 8Wl33. 
In addition, Lazarus mentions that shell-tempered pottery outnumbers pottery 
with any other temper. Artifacts from this site may be found in the possession of 
other private collectors (such as Gerald Spence), or at the Fort Walton Temple 
Mound Museum. 
In 1988, Calvin Jones conducted a survey in the area, and determined 
that the location of site 8Wl33 had been incorrectly recorded by Lazarus 1958. 
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The actual location of the site described by Moore was found to be a quarter of a 
mile southeast of where it was previously believed to have been (Jones 1988:1).  
The most recent update was made in 2006 by Caleb Curren and Shawn 
Enfinger who were hired to do a survey of the area for a proposed subdivision. 
They recommended that this site be excluded from the development area, and it 
was. 
This site is documented as being a prehistoric burial site with a Fort 
Walton cultural component. However, the three artifacts I examined (a chert 
broken point tip, and two chert points) from this site in the collection shows 
potential evidence for occupation during Early Archaic and Early Woodland times 
as well. One point is a possible Florida Adena, and the other is a possible Lost 
Lake. See Table A.26 in Appendix A, and Figure B.42 in Appendix B. 
 
Near Patch Bench Mark (8Wl27) 
Near Patch Bench Mark is located on the northern shore of the barrier 
peninsula approximately four kilometers west of U.S. 331 Bridge. Currently there 
are no site file forms available on the FMSF online database for this site, and I 
have been unable to locate information pertaining to who first reported the site, or 
when it was first recorded. However, through their geodatabase file I was able to 
learn that this site is a prehistoric lithic site (non-quarry) with unspecified cultural 
components. The three artifacts examined from this site in the collection show 
potential evidence for occupation during Early Archaic, Middle Archaic, and 
possibly into Early Woodland times. The artifacts examined were all made of 
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chert and typed as being possible Stanfield, Kirk Serrated, and Elora points. It is 
unknown where any other artifacts from this site may be located. See Tables 
A.27 to A.28 in Appendix A, and Figures B.43 to B.44 in Appendix B. 
 
Johnson (8Wl30) 
The Johnson site is located east of Piney Point on Alaqua Bayou on the 
northern shore of Choctawhatchee Bay. In December of 2009, I visited this site 
with the collector and found that the site has not been destroyed, and is part of a 
large track of densely wooded land that has not been developed.  
This site was originally documented by William Lazarus in 1957 and 1958. 
He describes it as being a Fort Walton burial mound, but notes that both Fort 
Walton and Pensacola pottery types were found here. Since then, only one 
update was made by an unknown recorder sometime after 1976 (the recorder did 
not put the date on the form), and this was only to give the site a UTM 
coordinate. 
The only artifact from this site examined in the study collection is a 
probable Fort Walton humanoid rim effigy (Figure 7.18), but Lazarus does note 
that there are other artifacts from this site being held at Florida State University. 
See Table A.30 in Appendix A. 
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Figure 7.18. Fort Walton humanoid rim effigy 
recovered from 8Wl30. Cat. No. DF-0293. 
 
Point Washington Mounds/Cemetery Site (8Wl33) 
The Point Washington Mounds/Cemetery site is located on the barrier 
peninsula approximately two kilometers west of Point Washington off of East 
Point Washington Road. In December of 2009, I visited this site with the collector 
and found that it had not been destroyed by development. It is located within a 
densely wooded area that has quite a bit of undergrowth.  
This site was originally documented by C.B. Moore, who called the site 
“Cemetery Near Point Washington” (Moore 1901:472). Moore documents finding 
a number of pottery sherds with animal effigies, some of which are similar to 
those found by the collector (Figures 7.19 to 7.23). This was originally given the 
site number 8Wl16 after Gordon Willey submitted the initial site file in December 
of 1949, but (much like at Hogtown Bayou/Pickens) the site was then given 
another number 8Wl33 at a time when the recorder (unknown) thought that the 
site was a different one from the one described by Moore. This was cleared up, 
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and a note has been made in the file under 8Wl16 that it is the same site as 
8Wl33. 
This file was last updated in January of 1998 by Greg Mikell as part of the 
Choctawhatchee River drainage survey (Curren et al. 1998). Mikell describes the 
site as being a prehistoric burial mound and a historic burial site with a Fort 
Walton cultural component. However, the one artifact examined from this site in 
the collection shows potential evidence for occupation during the Woodland 
period (most likely Early Woodland). The artifact examined was a possible Duval 
point made of Tallahatta Sandstone. See Tables A.31 to A.32 in Appendix A, and 
Figure B.46 in Appendix B. 
 
 
Figure 7.19. Bird effigy on ceramic vessel rim, found by 
private collector at 8Wl33. Cat. No. DF-0294. 
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Figure 7.20. Ceramic frog effigy bowl found by Moore at 8Wl16 (8Wl33; adapted from 
Moore 1901, Figure 117). 
 
 
 
Figure 7.21. Frog effigy on side of ceramic bowl found by private 
collector at an unknown location around Choctawhatchee Bay 
around Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0296. 
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Figure 7.22. Ceramic owl effigy bowl found by Moore at 
8Wl16 (8Wl33; adapted from Moore 1901, Figure 116). 
 
 
 
Figure 7.23. Ceramic owl effigy bowl fragment found by private 
collector at 8Wl33. Cat. No. DF-0295. 
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Four Mile Village (8Wl35) 
Four Mile Village is located on the southern shore of the barrier peninsula. 
This site was first recorded by Charles Fairbanks in 1958. He noted finding a 
number of ceramics, including baked-clay objects, along with hematite and 
several projectile points. The condition of the site during his visit was partially 
disturbed due to World War II missile development at Eglin Air Force Base. 
Fairbanks documents this site as being a ceramic scatter with Archaic and 
Deptford cultural components. The one artifact examined from this site in the 
collection shows potential evidence for occupation during specifically the Early 
Archaic period. The artifact is a possible Arrendondo point made of chert. It is 
unknown where any other artifacts from this site may be located. 
Since the initial site form by Fairbanks, the only updates have been by 
unknown people, and they have only been updated site boundary maps. The last 
one of these was added in 1999. See Table A.33 in Appendix A, and Figure B.47 
in Appendix B. 
 
Formerly known as “Pickens Ceremonial Cemetery” (8Wl50) 
This site was originally named WL 09, but was accidentally given a 
second site file number (8Wl50) in the 1950s since, at that time, it was unclear 
that they were both the same site (Lazarus 1964b:134). When the error was 
caught, WL 50 was merged back to the original WL 09 site identification number, 
so WL 50 is currently not designated to any site. Due to this change, all artifacts 
labeled as either WL 09 or WL 50 have been placed under the original site 
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number. Refer to Hogtown Bayou/Pickens (8Wl09) above for information on this 
site.  
 
Eden Park I (8Wl61) 
Eden Park I is located on the northern shore of the barrier peninsula 
approximately three kilometers west of U.S. 331 Bridge. This site was first 
recorded by William Lazarus in 1961 after he was informed of it by local 
collectors. This site was revisited in 1995 by Louis Tesar who did a brief 
inspection, and from 1995 to 2001 by Greg Mikell who conducted several 
excavations, but has yet to write up a formal report of his findings. 
The FMSF was last updated in August of 2007, by Caleb Curren who was 
contracted to conduct a survey of the area in preparation for development. After 
his report, it was recommended that more intensive excavating be done at the 
site, however, no updates have been recorded since 2007.  
This site is documented as being a prehistoric shell midden, habitation, 
and burial site with Early Archaic, Weeden Island, Weeden Island II, and Fort 
Walton cultural components. The three artifacts examined from this site in the 
collection show potential evidence for occupation during Early and Middle 
Archaic times, and possibly into early Woodland, but no specific evidence for 
Weeden Island or Fort Walton was found. The artifacts examined were a 
possible Stanly point made of chert, a chert Florida Archaic Stemmed point that 
appears to have had the tip broken off and then been retouched into a hafted 
scraper, and a possible Florida Copena or Nipple Point projectile point made of 
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Tallahatta Sandstone. Other artifacts from this site might be located in the hands 
of private collectors, at the Fort Walton Temple Mound Museum, or at the 
Division of Historical Resources in Tallahassee. See Table A.34 in Appendix A, 
and Figure B.49 in Appendix B. 
 
Sparsely Surveyed Areas 
As previously mentioned, some areas from which the study collection was 
obtained were not documented as well as other areas where site numbers were 
assigned to specific locations (Figure 7.24). These general areas were given a 
name based on an identifiable feature located there. For example, artifacts that 
were found on land around Jones Bayou were simply labeled “Jone’s Bayou” 
(sic), since the exact location where these artifacts were found was not given. 
Therefore, artifacts from these places could have come from a number of 
possible sites that have been documented in the general vicinity. 
 
 
Figure 7.24. Location of sparsely surveyed areas around Choctawhatchee Bay 
and surrounding areas in Florida from Google Earth. Imagery Date 12/21/2008. 
 
 
 In the portion of the collection that I was able to study, there were no 
ceramics recovered from these places. However, diagnostic artifacts were 
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recovered. Jones Bayou has the earliest evidence of occupation in the Early 
Archaic, a possible Bolen Beveled point. Bishop’s Point and Freeport Bridge to 
the northeast both have evidence of Middle to Late Archaic occupation, a 
possible Pickwick and Florida Archaic Stemmed points. Joes Bayou (west of 
Jones Bayou) has a Mud Creek point that places the area somewhere in the Late 
Archaic to Early Woodland time frame. 
Other artifacts recovered from these areas include one glass bead and 
one shell bead from the Gulf Breeze Cemetery, a shell awl from Hogan’s, and a 
greenstone celt fragment from Jones Bayou. See Tables A.42 to A.47 in 
Appendix A, and Figures B.64 to B.71 in Appendix B. 
 
General Choctawhatchee Bay Region  
Since it is known that the region was occupied during all cultural periods 
from Paleo-Indian up to present times, the part of the collection that is from this 
general region (labeled as “unknown”) does not add any new information on 
overlooked periods of occupation. However, it is important to document the 
additional materials for many reasons. Many of the overlooked artifacts from this 
general region (such as non-local lithic debitage) do show that materials were 
brought from afar in their natural form into the region and then worked into 
necessary tools by the local people. On the other hand, materials in this 
collection made from hematite and greenstone are not found in any form other 
than a finished product, indicating these tools were most likely brought down in 
their finished form rather than made locally. 
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A total of 374 artifacts were not labeled with specific sites or areas, and 
can only be attributed to the Choctawhatchee Bay region. These include chipped 
stone tools, ground stone tools, lithic debitage, shell tools, bone tools, pottery 
sherds, Poverty Point-type baked clay objects, and historic metal artifacts. Out of 
the 237 chipped stone tools, 41 were made from non-local Tallahatta Sandstone, 
and out of the 97 pieces (231.3g) of lithic debitage, 13 (43.1g) were Tallahatta 
Sandstone. Despite their lack of provenience, they can provide some interesting 
information. See Tables A.48 to A.63 in Appendix A, and Figures B.71 to B.112 
in Appendix B. 
 
Tallahatta Sandstone 
 Tallahatta Sandstone (also known as Tallahatta quartzite or buhrstone) is 
named after a source in the Tallahatta Hills in Choctaw County, Alabama, but is 
commonly found throughout southern Alabama (Adams et al. 1926; Lloyd et al. 
1983). This material has a grainy, sand-like texture that ranges in color from 
translucent blue-green and white to a light gray, opaque white, or even tan (after 
weathering; Lloyd 1983; White 1981).  
While this material is often referred to as “Tallahatta quartzite” due to the 
fact that it is a quartz-rich sedimentary rock, the term “quartzite” has taken on a 
new definition in more recent times. According to the University of South 
Alabama (2004) “Since the rocks comprising the Tallahatta formation have not 
been metamorphosed, quartzite is an incorrect rock classification for lithic tools 
made from these material. A more acceptable classification that is consistent with 
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geological nomenclature is Tallahatta Sandstone.” Therefore, in this thesis the 
term “Tallahatta” refers to Tallahatta Sandstone.  
An examination of the Tallahatta Sandstone in this collection shows that 
while there is not much debitage of this material, there is some that suggests that 
some of the points were fashioned locally. Since this material is not found locally, 
there must have been economic exchange between the Choctawhatchee Bay 
area and elsewhere in the Southeast, probably south Alabama, the closest 
outcrops. Based on diagnostic artifacts in this collection, it appears that this 
exchange occurred from the Late Paleo-Indian up through Early Woodland times, 
and was quite strong. This is similar to findings in the Apalachicola River Valley 
to the east, where the timeframe for the occurrence of this stone raw material is 
from Paleo-Indian to Middle and Late Woodland times (but not later; Austin 
2003:18). In the Choctawhatchee Bay area, there is an abundance of Tallahatta 
Sandstone at just about every site with an Archaic component, but exceptional 
quantities (around 50% or more of the assemblage) at sites with other indicators 
of outside connections such as microtools, greenstone celts, hematite 
bannerstones, steatite sherds, and Poverty Point-type baked clay objects. 
The end of this economic interaction in this region around Middle Woodland 
times coincides with a rise in sea levels and an abandonment of many sites as 
previously described in Chapter 6. The movement of people away from this area 
probably caused quite a few connections to be severed, and the decline of the 
Poverty Point network during this time probably caused the remaining ties to 
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dwindle away as well. These suggested processes of environmental and cultural 
change are discussed in the next section. 
 
pXRF Analysis 
 Recently several analyses of prehistoric ceramic materials from northwest 
Florida and elsewhere in the South have involved determining trace elements of 
the clay raw materials using pXRF technology. As part of his dissertation, Jeff Du 
Vernay conducted a preliminary pXRF analysis study on pottery from Yon 
Mound. While his findings (and those of Martin Koppe who wrote his master’s 
thesis on pXRF analysis of some of the pottery from Yon; Koppe 2010) showed 
that the clay for certain types of pottery came from different sources, these 
sources were still shown to be most likely within the Apalachicola River valley, 
and therefore these were used as a known standard to compare against (Du 
Vernay 2011:228-229), even though the potsherds would have been some two to 
four millennia younger than the baked-clay Poverty Point-type objects. In addition 
to these studies, a recent and on-going study by Christopher Hays, Robert H. 
Tykot, and Richard A. Weinstein (Hays et al. 2009; Hays et al. 2010) conducted 
trace-element analyses on Poverty Point-type objects and locally-made pottery 
from four sites in the southeastern United States: the Harris Creek site on Tick 
Island in northeast Florida, the Claiborne site in southeast Mississippi, the Clark 
Creek site in the Apalachicola River valley, and Poverty Point in northeast 
Louisiana. Their preliminary results suggest that these baked-clay objects were 
both made locally, and imported from other sites in the Poverty Point network. 
96 
Since these studies already exist, I was able to take the opportunity not only to 
add to them but also to compare specific materials I am researching in this 
artifact collection from Choctawhatchee Bay. Since I had quite a number of these 
objects, and the Choctawhatchee Bay area had not been investigated yet, I 
decided this would be a great chance to see what the dynamics were within the 
area, as well as with other areas. 
For this analysis, 40 Poverty Point-type objects were selected from the 
general Choctawhatchee Bay area (labeled “unknown”), as well as three sites 
around the bay (8Ok51, 8Ok54, and 8Ok62). Each object was analyzed with a 
Bruker Tracer III-V portable X-ray fluorescence spectrometer (Figure 7.25). This 
is a research-grade instrument that has a high precision with detection limits in 
the single digit parts-per-million (ppm) range. Each object was analyzed on three 
different spots of its surface by an X-ray beam that is about three-by-five 
millimeters. The instrument was set to 40 kV and 1.5 mA for 180 seconds using a 
vacuum and no filter. This is the same machine, and the same settings used to 
obtain results from the other sites used in the comparison. The machine was able 
to detect the elements potassium (K), titanium (Ti), manganese (Mn), iron (Fe), 
rubidium (Rb), strontium (Sr), yttrium (Y), zirconium (Zr), niobium (Nb), barium 
(Ba), zinc (Zn), lead (Pb), aluminum (Al), nickel (Ni), copper (Cu), thorium (Th), 
and gallium (Ga). However, previous investigations have found that bivariate 
plots of the element ratios Rb/Sr versus Zr/Sr to be successful in grouping 
artifacts (Hays et al. 2009), so I chose to use these as well and found them to be 
very effective. 
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Once the analyses were completed and the data calibrated, I averaged 
the results of the three tests for each object, then created a bivariate plot of just 
the objects that I had analyzed (Figure 7.26). In this plot there is a suggestion of 
two groups comprised of objects from all three sites. I removed the objects from 
unknown locations, and plotted the elements again (Figure 7.27). This time, the 
groupings were much clearer. Artifacts from 8Ok51 located on the northern shore 
of the bay tend to cluster at the very top, while objects from 8Ok54 and 8Ok62 
(which are very close to each other on the barrier peninsula) tended to cluster 
underneath. 
 
Figure 7.25. Photo showing pXRF machine (white, on left) analyzing trace-
elements in one of the Poverty Point-type objects (sitting on top). 
 
I then created the same bivariate plots, but instead of using the averages, 
I used the values for each of the three tests. One plot was done with the 
unknown locations included (Figure 7.28), and one was done without them 
(Figure 7.29). These produced the same results as the averages, but made the 
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groupings much more clear, though admittedly with several outliers since the 
result of some of the three tests done on each of the Poverty Point-type objects 
were not consistent. However, some of the objects from 8Ok62 that did not fall 
into the circled range were consistent, and could potentially be indicative of a 
second clay source for that site. 
The results of Poverty Point-type objects from Choctawhatchee Bay were 
then compared with results of presumably contemporaneous Poverty Point-type 
objects from Tick Island (located on the St. Johns River on the Atlantic coast of 
Florida), Poverty Point, Claiborne, and the Clark Creek site (located in the lower 
Apalachicola River valley, near the Gulf coast), and also with much later ceramic 
vessel sherds from Yon Mound (also located in the Apalachicola River valley 80 
miles inland; Figure 7.30, 7.31). Data from studies of these other materials (Du 
Vernay 2011; Koppe 2010; Hays et al. 2009; Tykot 2011, 2012; Tykot et al. 2012) 
were made available by R. Tykot. 
Visual inspection of the plots show that objects from 8Ok62 and 8Ok54 on 
the southern edge of the bay appear to cluster with objects from Apalachicola. 
This could be due to the relatively closer proximity of the regions and similar soil 
composition, or could be indicative of cultural interaction between the two 
regions. Similar soil composition seems to be the most likely reason since it is 
specimens from sites on the barrier peninsula of Choctawhatchee Bay that 
overlap with Apalachicola. However, Poverty Point is the farthest away from 
Choctawhatchee Bay, yet several objects from the collection appear to group 
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with it and with Claiborne (which is also quite far away, but fairly close to Poverty 
Point).  
 
 
Figure 7.26. Bivariate plot of Rb/Sr (X axis) vs. Zr/Sr (Y axis) for all Poverty 
Point-type objects analyzed in the collection (each symbol represents one 
object). 
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Figure 7.27. Bivariate plot of Rb/Sr (X axis) vs. Zr/Sr (Y axis) for all Poverty 
Point-type objects except ones from unknown locations analyzed in the 
collection. Potential source groups have been circled (top-8Ok51, mid.-8Ok62, 
bottom-8Ok54; each symbol represents one object). 
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Figure 7.28. Bivariate plot of Rb/Sr (X axis) vs. Zr/Sr (Y axis) for each of three 
tests done on all Poverty Point-type objects except ones from unknown 
locations analyzed in the collection (each symbol represents one surface test).  
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Figure 7.29. Bivariate plot of Rb/Sr (X axis) vs. Zr/Sr (Y axis) for each of three 
tests done on all Poverty Point-type objects except ones from unknown 
locations analyzed in the collection. Potential source groups have been circled 
(top-8Ok51, mid.-8Ok62, bottom-8Ok54; each symbol represents one surface 
test). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
103 
Three objects from the Choctawhatchee Bay area (one from 8Ok62 and 
two from unknown locations) appear to possibly cluster with the objects from 
Poverty Point, and one (also from 8Ok62) is close to the group of objects from 
Claiborne. This would suggest that at least site 8Ok62 was exchanging physical 
objects with distant locations. 
In order to define these possible cluster groups further, a multivariate 
principal components analysis (PCA) was done using each surface test for all 
Poverty Point-type objects and pottery. Ten elements were used in this analysis 
(Ba, Ti, Mn, Th, Fe, Rb, Sr, Y, Zr, Nb), and the results were plotted on a graph 
(Figure 7.32). The resulting graph shows the source groupings for each site more 
clearly than the bivariate plot, but still produced similar results. The graph shows 
that while most of the Poverty-Point-type were made locally (as seen by the close 
clustering) three tests from one object from Choctawhatchee Bay (site 8Ok62) 
groups with the objects from Poverty Point. However, more Poverty Point-type 
objects from Poverty Point, Claiborne, and other locations will need to be 
analyzed in order to confirm this. 
 
Figure 7.30. Map showing the source locations of objects and 
pottery compared in this analysis. 
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Figure 7.31. Bivariate plot of Rb/Sr (X axis) vs. Zr/Sr (Y axis) for all Poverty 
Point-type objects analyzed in the collection, in addition to ones from Poverty 
Point, Tick Island, Apalachicola, and Claiborne, and pottery from Yon Mound. 
Poverty Point and Claiborne are questionable since the sample size from each 
was small. Each symbol represents one object. 
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Figure 7.32. Multivariate plot of PC 1 (X axis) vs. PC 2 (Y axis) for all Poverty 
Point-type objects analyzed in the collection, in addition to ones from Poverty 
Point, Tick Island, Apalachicola, and Claiborne, and pottery from Yon Mound 
(each symbol represents one surface test).  
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The same plot was made, but each of the three sites around 
Choctawhatchee Bay was separated this time (Figure 7.33). This graph shows 
that there is an overlap between each of the three sites and the Apalachicola 
River valley. This plot was then made twice more. One was made with objects 
from unknown locations included (Figure 7.34), and one without them (Figure 
7.35). In addition, each plot point from each test on objects from the collection 
was labeled with their DF catalogue # so that each one could be identified 
individually. Table 7.1 located at the end of this chapter lists the results of each of 
the tests done on the objects in the collection. The objects DF-0011 and DF-
0039A from 8Ok62 are the ones that were possibly made at Claiborne and 
Poverty Point, respectively. Also, DF-0020 and DF-0026 from unknown locations 
around the bay might possibly be from Poverty Point too. More analyzes of 
Poverty Point clay objects and ones from Claiborne are necessary in order to 
make any certain connections. 
 The results of this analysis support those obtained by Hays et al. (2009, 
2010). These studies also concluded that baked clay objects (as well as some 
pottery) were moving throughout the Poverty Point exchange network as well as 
being made locally. Hays et al. (2010) suggest that people moving along the 
exchange route might have brought some with them in order to cook with, and 
might have either intentionally or accidentally left some behind. It is still quite 
common today to forget things while travelling. While we may not know why it 
occurred, these several studies have shown that pXRF is extremely useful in 
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determining where these objects originated, possibly even down to a specific site 
when the sample size is large enough. 
 
Figure 7.33. Bivariate plot of Rb/Sr (X axis) vs. Zr/Sr (Y axis) for all Poverty 
Point-type objects analyzed in the collection, in addition to ones from Poverty 
Point, Tick Island, Apalachicola, and Claiborne, and pottery from Yon Mound 
(each symbol represents one surface test).  
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Figure 7.34. Bivariate plot of Rb/Sr (X axis) vs. Zr/Sr (Y axis) values for all tests 
done on Poverty Point-type objects in the collection, in addition to ones from 
Poverty Point, Apalachicola, and Claiborne, and pottery from Yon Mound. 
Objects from the collection have been labeled with their DF # (each symbol 
represents one surface test).  
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Figure 7.35. Bivariate plot of Rb/Sr (X axis) vs. Zr/Sr (Y axis) values for all tests 
done on Poverty Point-type objects in the collection (except ones from 
unknown locations), in addition to ones from Poverty Point, Apalachicola, and 
Claiborne, and pottery from Yon Mound. Objects from the collection have been 
labeled with their DF # (each symbol represents one surface test).  
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Table 7.1. Values of elements (in ppm) found for each analysis done on Poverty Point-type objects in the study 
collection. 
USF# DF# Site Ba Rb Sr Y Zr Nb K Ti Mn Fe Zn Pb Al Ni Cu Ga Th
12946a 1 unk. 35176 132 122 59 119 45 4607 8674 1130 34474 577 199 130746 6 33 1910 368
12946b 1 unk. 24050 126 113 57 114 42 6533 7270 314 26551 504 186 134038 4 45 1746 325
12946c 1 unk. 32804 127 116 58 133 42 4770 8365 1301 32111 485 187 135919 6 21 1680 313
12947a 2 OK 51 15765 120 97 56 156 40 10628 5902 1478 11236 436 158 140829 7 3 1154 259
12947b 2 OK 51 14906 121 95 56 160 41 11088 5743 1545 13549 495 163 144530 8 4 1242 267
12947c 2 OK 51 12976 120 94 56 128 40 11604 5389 1546 10095 431 159 141726 7 1 1206 250
12948a 3 OK 54 6353 121 98 55 90 39 14585 3893 1341 23740 406 165 141790 6 9 1242 268
12948b 3 OK 54 8747 123 104 54 90 39 13326 4499 1218 25345 402 161 142506 6 9 1206 263
12948c 3 OK 54 6533 126 101 53 86 39 14526 3965 1473 24038 412 163 144174 6 9 1222 268
12949a 4 unk. 21282 123 96 59 163 43 9660 6793 1499 21884 435 165 136142 7 8 1258 277
12949b 4 unk. 18888 122 99 58 153 42 9973 6443 1581 27300 493 169 138687 7 11 1413 279
12949c 4 unk. 18330 120 96 58 161 43 10407 6331 1410 21787 435 165 135078 7 7 1306 281
12950a 5 OK 62 11508 123 95 55 112 42 12004 5113 1456 15697 700 162 139875 10 5 1222 258
12950b 5 OK 62 12699 125 96 54 113 40 11440 5354 1375 15278 411 158 141618 7 3 1235 257
12950c 5 OK 62 19779 128 97 55 111 41 7700 6599 1621 11767 446 160 142472 7 2 1284 272
12951a 6 OK 62 10239 121 102 54 87 40 12725 4829 1418 14860 408 160 139452 7 3 1191 251
12951b 6 OK 62 8237 121 100 55 87 40 13694 4407 1661 15265 433 162 144078 7 4 1238 261
12951c 6 OK 62 14710 126 109 57 104 42 10566 5759 1279 29564 525 168 140995 7 14 1334 280
12952a 7 OK 62 10474 119 100 54 89 40 12624 4899 1129 29302 401 157 139997 6 12 1136 257
12952b 7 OK 62 13050 120 101 54 86 39 11684 5416 1414 18678 410 158 141872 7 6 1226 254
12952c 7 OK 62 18290 116 99 54 91 40 9613 6324 1141 30343 377 153 139578 6 14 1081 242
12953a 8 OK 62 23368 121 100 56 133 44 7811 7086 1427 23243 452 162 134407 7 8 1340 264
12953b 8 OK 62 30205 126 103 56 137 44 5507 8018 1425 19196 449 163 136081 7 5 1310 273
12953c 8 OK 62 25320 125 100 57 126 43 7190 7354 1420 22597 447 165 133517 7 8 1290 281
12954a 9 OK 62 6440 122 98 57 147 40 14570 3928 1672 9465 688 162 143045 10 1 1297 267
12954b 9 OK 62 10957 123 100 56 153 41 12296 4994 1531 10407 553 158 141645 9 2 1129 259
12954c 9 OK 62 7820 119 97 57 140 39 13838 4279 1576 7564 420 159 141115 7 2 1079 250
12955a 10 OK 54 12108 118 108 56 146 42 11949 5209 1533 11819 409 163 137181 7 3 1195 255
12955b 10 OK 54 19590 122 126 58 152 42 9633 6539 1596 17040 444 162 137222 7 4 1255 264
12955c 10 OK 54 10139 124 106 56 126 41 12755 4820 1654 10910 445 164 142858 7 3 1255 281
12956a 11 OK 62 7066 144 118 84 72 44 14155 4293 2113 33245 5454470 219 133114 1254 31 35132 410
12956b 11 OK 62 8074 144 117 86 71 44 13533 4596 1124 26786 3719732 217 131448 1033 44 27542 401
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Table 7.1. cont. Values of elements (in ppm) found for each analysis done on Poverty Point-type objects in the 
study collection. 
USF# DF# Site Ba Rb Sr Y Zr Nb K Ti Mn Fe Zn Pb Al Ni Cu Ga Th
12956c 11 OK 62 10143 146 145 75 110 47 11057 5107 1025 27527 1115019 213 132314 562 40 11658 412
12957a 12 unk. 19385 124 107 56 129 42 9226 6493 1555 16267 461 163 141564 7 4 1341 274
12957b 12 unk. 14615 125 97 55 105 41 10641 5719 1540 13246 423 161 137836 7 3 1210 268
12957c 12 unk. 14257 122 97 55 103 41 10995 5640 1470 11050 407 158 139483 7 2 1178 245
12958a 13 unk. 13051 122 109 57 126 41 11582 5413 1527 18957 427 161 143997 7 6 1228 268
12958b 13 unk. 11883 121 108 56 132 41 12073 5183 1507 17110 398 161 140558 7 5 1242 262
12958c 13 unk. 17226 122 110 57 126 42 10454 6154 1252 29444 629 167 138878 8 14 1375 283
12959a 14 unk. 14207 120 97 55 121 40 11255 5636 1405 20955 428 162 141377 7 8 1165 259
12959b 14 unk. 17999 125 102 55 149 41 9916 6299 1582 21971 457 165 140840 7 8 1367 270
12959c 14 unk. 13505 121 101 55 139 41 11474 5498 1423 16472 539 162 140745 8 5 1249 265
12960a 15 OK 54 12767 124 105 57 150 42 11631 5364 1601 11093 421 161 142520 7 3 1216 264
12960b 15 OK 54 15653 119 101 55 157 40 10435 5889 1526 18038 417 162 142215 7 5 1242 260
12960c 15 OK 54 17146 119 104 57 141 41 10135 6124 1567 8696 400 157 139846 7 2 1135 260
12961a 16 unk. 17935 119 99 56 158 42 10533 6257 1538 17207 423 165 137962 7 6 1206 263
12961b 16 unk. 20379 120 102 58 153 42 9922 6630 1568 16755 436 164 136772 7 5 1239 268
12961c 16 unk. 17586 119 98 57 172 43 10645 6197 1577 16500 426 166 135295 7 6 1311 270
12962a 17 unk. 23358 125 104 55 96 41 7491 7085 1382 20539 415 160 141255 7 6 1287 266
12962b 17 unk. 11707 129 102 54 89 42 12091 5182 1633 20233 522 175 140270 7 9 1487 298
12962c 17 unk. 18306 121 103 54 90 41 9518 6311 1394 17415 423 158 143768 7 5 1211 256
12963a 18 OK 51 16045 124 100 58 144 41 10480 6024 1730 29549 505 167 141216 7 14 1328 277
12963b 18 OK 51 18002 121 98 58 159 43 9796 6312 1728 24152 470 169 138167 7 9 1328 280
12963c 18 OK 51 16300 124 95 57 144 43 10066 6040 1700 23467 461 168 138509 7 8 1272 269
12964a 19 unk. 27909 125 104 58 124 44 7140 7733 1247 31743 542 169 131911 7 16 1467 289
12964b 19 unk. 34889 124 102 59 115 44 6072 8572 1269 32873 670 168 130898 8 17 1481 293
12964c 19 unk. 23954 124 102 56 122 44 8307 7190 1333 30444 498 173 139503 7 15 1491 295
12965a 20 unk. 33039 131 129 60 110 44 5084 8468 117 20948 585 206 129253 4 55 2299 395
12965b 20 unk. 44257 132 124 62 125 46 2322 9663 -154 14864 566 202 126837 4 59 2159 407
12965c 20 unk. 27156 136 138 60 120 45 6852 7672 1428 32902 603 202 136154 6 26 2105 373
12966a 21 OK 62 6128 119 93 54 85 39 14605 3825 1701 5090 408 161 129445 7 2 1136 255
12966b 21 OK 62 6485 118 93 55 85 39 14412 3921 1752 5074 397 160 129995 7 2 1114 244
12966c 21 OK 62 6298 122 93 53 88 38 14544 3877 1687 5615 430 163 130346 7 2 1149 254
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Table 7.1. cont. Values of elements (in ppm) found for each analysis done on Poverty Point-type objects in the 
study collection. 
USF# DF# Site Ba Rb Sr Y Zr Nb K Ti Mn Fe Zn Pb Al Ni Cu Ga Th
12967a 22 unk. 25248 128 116 60 194 44 4679 7402 1863 15450 454 170 122143 7 6 1394 284
12967b 22 unk. 21359 126 119 60 194 42 6464 6844 1904 14499 461 170 120645 7 5 1438 280
12967c 22 unk. 19677 130 111 60 187 41 7354 6606 1890 12891 457 166 126598 7 5 1365 283
12968a 23 OK 51 24272 120 95 58 160 42 6916 7244 1708 23848 475 168 122340 7 11 1297 271
12968b 23 OK 51 25063 122 95 57 165 42 6652 7349 1798 22150 459 164 126055 7 9 1312 266
12968c 23 OK 51 21432 120 96 58 163 43 8398 6837 1767 20729 467 169 120130 7 9 1447 274
12969a 24 OK 54 22101 123 122 55 163 42 7908 6918 1592 24705 433 169 123850 6 12 1291 266
12969b 24 OK 54 18110 124 125 58 152 43 9737 6319 1455 30510 464 173 123860 6 16 1482 291
12969c 24 OK 54 23000 124 133 56 155 42 7482 7062 1523 29338 451 171 124352 6 15 1411 282
12970a 25 unk. 12335 120 96 55 142 41 11797 5278 1708 12192 415 161 127160 7 4 1306 259
12970b 25 unk. 18865 125 100 56 135 41 9211 6433 1842 13045 433 164 127826 7 4 1347 271
12970c 25 unk. 13986 122 100 57 129 41 11009 5597 1686 14066 445 160 131209 7 5 1242 257
12971a 26 unk. 28560 134 129 61 113 46 5412 7886 458 27529 573 205 111463 5 49 2319 398
12971b 26 unk. 33013 135 127 58 123 44 3487 8476 -226 12294 550 203 113908 4 59 1984 393
12971c 26 unk. 33302 135 126 58 114 44 3622 8497 -635 -358 547 198 115417 3 65 2080 409
12972a 27 OK 51 16023 122 104 54 94 40 9768 5968 1670 16209 446 166 127585 7 4 1346 261
12972b 27 OK 51 13343 123 108 56 112 43 11506 5469 1615 21323 482 173 124561 7 8 1454 285
12972c 27 OK 51 20090 118 105 55 109 40 7936 6602 1462 15769 434 162 126176 7 5 1252 249
12973a 28 unk. 15664 119 102 57 170 41 10296 5880 1555 18693 435 163 127121 7 7 1272 265
12973b 28 unk. 18152 120 104 55 141 42 9330 6324 1443 25041 409 164 125976 6 12 1268 267
12973c 28 unk. 17847 120 103 56 125 42 9247 6255 1576 17261 417 164 126057 7 7 1288 264
12974a 29 unk. 33606 123 105 60 116 44 5619 8444 1428 32144 582 172 118431 7 19 1525 297
12974b 29 unk. 37217 124 106 57 119 44 4586 8859 1411 32661 717 176 120512 9 20 1554 300
12974c 29 unk. 35353 122 106 63 111 45 4968 8620 1261 33019 468 173 119609 6 21 1546 295
12975a 30 OK 54 36500 125 106 58 113 45 4308 8821 1437 34192 498 176 113665 6 25 1653 311
12975b 30 OK 54 37925 129 103 57 120 44 4007 8984 1405 34312 532 179 115162 6 25 1677 318
12975c 30 OK 54 31220 125 109 58 118 44 5949 8216 1728 33369 647 179 119244 8 21 1686 320
12976a 31 unk. 18491 123 99 55 111 41 8542 6369 1578 12814 454 155 128304 8 3 1231 253
12976b 31 unk. 12064 121 96 53 109 40 11657 5248 1605 18469 410 159 124503 7 8 1196 253
12976c 31 unk. 17520 121 98 55 125 41 9005 6228 1511 17432 528 154 128874 8 6 1169 256
12977a 32 unk. 15077 126 119 56 136 41 10454 5809 2052 10003 450 164 127199 8 3 1291 261
12977b 32 unk. 19955 118 131 56 162 41 9028 6590 2099 8707 417 161 127348 7 3 1224 260
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Table 7.1. cont. Values of elements (in ppm) found for each analysis done on Poverty Point-type objects in the 
study collection. 
USF# DF# Site Ba Rb Sr Y Zr Nb K Ti Mn Fe Zn Pb Al Ni Cu Ga Th
12977c 32 unk. 17234 126 137 58 169 42 9909 6178 2122 9154 439 166 128472 7 3 1324 275
12978a 33 OK 54 35338 127 111 57 126 45 5083 8645 1365 31942 509 175 114578 6 18 1614 307
12978b 33 OK 54 36123 126 110 57 137 44 4777 8729 1294 32651 513 175 114993 6 20 1587 295
12978c 33 OK 54 33264 125 108 59 120 46 5240 8405 1351 32614 554 171 118634 7 20 1594 302
12979a 34A OK 62 26606 122 104 58 149 42 7778 7539 1573 24721 450 167 118615 7 13 1447 280
12979b 34A OK 62 37115 123 106 59 161 44 5544 8813 1721 21749 526 172 120682 7 9 1505 287
12979c 34A OK 62 29410 125 108 57 165 44 7143 7892 1678 21472 470 173 120150 7 8 1508 285
12980a 35 OK 54 52518 132 116 60 129 46 480 10457 916 33850 546 193 113207 5 37 1929 366
12980b 35 OK 54 38824 130 115 59 138 43 3295 9084 932 33972 570 187 120233 6 35 1814 338
12980c 35 OK 54 33386 126 108 57 127 43 5072 8435 869 34243 536 181 119721 6 30 1666 325
12981a 36 unk. 28035 121 108 59 181 44 7363 7694 1743 15448 475 169 120276 7 5 1460 286
12981b 36 unk. 18528 123 108 57 167 41 9508 6380 1811 15049 581 169 125937 9 5 1361 273
12981c 36 unk. 25380 121 111 59 166 43 8165 7351 1790 15063 481 168 121070 8 5 1364 283
12982a 37 OK 51 13623 122 94 58 154 42 10935 5532 1683 13780 456 168 123704 7 5 1324 280
12982b 37 OK 51 18678 120 94 57 167 41 8877 6416 1708 14612 439 166 123994 7 6 1283 264
12982c 37 OK 51 35115 125 99 59 160 43 2609 8650 790 33501 501 177 113069 5 33 1525 305
12983a 38 OK 54 29262 125 104 57 103 44 6635 7896 1609 28486 573 177 119702 7 16 1578 315
12983b 38 OK 54 31713 125 104 58 125 43 6133 8194 1431 30638 493 176 120364 7 18 1526 295
12983c 38 OK 54 34495 123 109 58 122 43 5840 8553 1466 32069 562 175 120299 7 19 1546 308
12984a 39A OK 62 17917 127 124 58 123 43 8663 6293 1637 24066 452 171 122998 6 13 1401 280
12984b 39A OK 62 19942 124 127 56 113 44 8154 6623 1479 28917 458 172 122553 6 17 1410 288
12984c 39A OK 62 26557 126 134 55 113 43 5238 7553 1268 32160 467 171 123590 6 19 1414 298
12985a 40 unk. 9849 119 100 56 131 40 12815 4743 1692 8268 409 165 128192 7 1 1228 265
12985b 40 unk. 10630 119 100 55 148 42 12507 4918 1661 7104 409 164 127694 7 2 1191 252
12985c 40 unk. 10445 120 98 56 140 41 12542 4886 1790 6871 415 164 127935 7 0 1328 261
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CHAPTER 8: 
DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 
 My main aim for this study is to see what this newly available artifact 
assemblage tells us about the lives and cultures of those who lived in the 
Choctawhatchee Bay region, and how they interacted with one another, and with 
other groups in the Southeast U.S. through 12 millennia. This is covered through 
a series of more detailed research issues discussed in this chapter. 
 
Differences in Contemporaneous Sites 
 The first question is how contemporaneous sites differ in artifact 
assemblages, styles, raw materials (such as local and non-local stone) and 
distribution patterns, and whether it is because of site function or fine-grained 
temporal change. 
Since many of the artifact assemblages from each of the sites analyzed 
are fairly similar in types and styles, most of the information they provide comes 
from the presence or lack of non-local materials. The most substantial amounts 
of foreign materials (Tallahatta Sandstone in particular) occur at sites just east of 
East Pass (around 50% of chipped stone tools by number from Paleo-Indian to 
Early Woodland times). East of these sites in Walton County (around Hogtown 
Bayou and Four Mile Point), is another cluster of sites that have around 30% of 
115 
chipped stone tools made of non-local materials. This is interesting considering 
the close proximity to a quarry site (8Wl75) that could have provided local stone, 
but not surprising considering the local chert used to make many of the tools 
examined in this collection is of poor quality. The rest of the sites around the bay 
from which there are materials in this collection have little or no evidence of non-
local materials. It appears that the area just east of East Pass was where most of 
the Tallahatta Sandstone tools, and perhaps other non-local items (such as 
quartz, hematite, and steatite) and information were imported, and then perhaps 
disseminated throughout the rest of the sites around the bay during Archaic and 
into Early Woodland times. In addition, all of the sites analyzed in this collection 
in this part of the bay appear to have been occupied continuously from Late 
Paleo-Indian to Ft. Walton times, while there is not as much evidence for 
continuous occupation at some of the more distant sites. For people travelling 
along the Gulf Coast, this would have been an ideal location to stop and share 
information and goods before proceeding on to their next location. Some routes 
that people could have taken are the Choctawhatchee River from the north in 
Alabama directly into the bay, or through the Santa Rosa Sound on the west from 
Pensacola (Figure 2.2 in Chapter 2). If coming from the east, they could have 
traveled along the Gulf of Mexico from the area around Panama City. 
These findings suggest a complex socio-economic system in this area 
during the Archaic and into Early Woodland times, with specific areas around 
Choctawhatchee Bay as preferential places from which information and goods 
may have been distributed. Sites farther away from these areas were still able to 
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obtain information and goods, but were more on the periphery and less likely to 
have long-term continuous occupation. Perhaps preferential access to goods and 
information is associated with a more hierarchical social formation and/or greater 
populations on the east side of the bay. 
 
Changes in Settlement Patterns 
 
The second issue is whether people were occupying different locations at 
different times, or primarily staying in the same areas, and how this is related to 
the environment at the time, or to some other factor. In other words I wanted to 
look at processes of change. This is observed locally by determining how 
settlement patterns differ over time, as seen on GIS maps of sites based on type 
and time period (Figures 6.2; 6.4-6.7). The resulting site distributions suggest 
that changes in sea levels played a role in determining the locations that people 
occupied, as discussed previously in Chapter 6. Intense occupation begins in the 
Archaic, where sites are distributed along all areas around the bay (Figure 6.2). 
This is followed by Deptford times when occupation increases even more, 
especially along the northern shore and the rivers and streams to the north of the 
bay (Figure 6.4). However, by Middle Woodland times a majority of the sites 
around Choctawhatchee Bay are abandoned, and the few that remain are 
primarily around the rivers and streams directly north of the bay (Figure 6.5). 
People begin to return to the area by the Late Woodland, but their occupation is 
concentrated mostly on the northern shore of the bay and around the rivers and 
streams north of the bay (Figure 6.6). By Fort Walton times, occupation 
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increases even more, the inland Weeden Island sites are abandoned, and people 
once again live all around the coastline of the bay (Figure 6.7).  
Since finding fresh water was not a problem, people in this area tended to 
stay along the edges of salt and brackish waters where the most abundant food 
sources could be easily found. However, after a mean sea level low in northwest 
Florida between A.D. 100 and 300, after which sea levels began to rise again, 
the sites around Choctawhatchee Bay decreased in numbers and tended to stay 
farther north of the bay by some of the larger creeks such as Turkey Creek, 
Rocky Creek, and Alaqua Creek (Walker et al. 1995:215). During this time, these 
more “inland” sites were probably much closer to the shores of the bay than they 
are now. In addition, they probably had more stable and plentiful resources 
during times when the salinity levels in the bay were rapidly changing. 
As I previously mentioned, most likely the minor fluctuations in sea levels 
occurring in the past six thousand years have played a role in making available 
or attractive the areas where people chose to live. 
 
Interaction in the Late Archaic 
The third part of my research investigates whether there was a physical 
exchange of goods between the Choctawhatchee Bay area and other parts of the 
South, or if only ideas were transmitted and then manifested locally. This 
question looks at early interaction occurring in this larger region of the greater 
southeastern U.S, and along the Gulf coast specifically in the Late Archaic 
period. If there was a physical exchange of goods between the Choctawhatchee 
118 
Bay area and other parts of the greater Southeast, then I expected to see 
artifacts of several types made from non-local materials. In addition, specifically 
for the Late Archaic, the results of the pXRF analysis would indicate that some of 
the baked-clay objects were made from non-local clays, perhaps clays similar in 
trace elements to those from Louisiana or elsewhere in the Poverty Point 
network. This would also indicate that there was a physical exchange of goods, 
and not just transmitted ideas. 
My study of the artifacts in this collection suggests exchange of both ideas 
and goods with people from distant locations during the Late Archaic. All of the 
sites analyzed in this thesis had non-local materials (such as Tallahatta 
Sandstone, Poverty Point clay balls, hematite, steatite, and quartz) present 
during Archaic to Early Woodland times except for nine sites:  Goodthing Lake 
(8Ok12), South Niceville (8Ok34), Indian Bayou West (8Ok46), Boggy Bayou 
(8Ok50), Piney Point (8Wl05), Hogtown Bayou/Pickens (8Wl09), Near Patch 
Bench Mark (8Wl27), Four Mile Village (8Wl35), Rosin Bayou West (8Wl75), 
which are all sparsely surveyed expect for 8Wl75 which is a quarry site. Since 
these sparsely surveyed sites were not fully investigated by the collector, it is 
possible that evidence of trade was overlooked. In addition, there could also be 
evidence in the portion of the collection to which I was not given access. 
Therefore, it is possible that populations at these sites did participate in long-
distance interaction, especially since many were occupied during Archaic times. 
In addition, the results of the pXRF analysis indicate that one (2.5%) of the 
Poverty Point-type clay objects is likely to have come from Poverty Point in 
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Louisiana. This would make sense since similar objects associated with the 
Poverty Point culture, such as the point types Motley, Delhi, and Gary, 
microtools, quartz, hematite bannerstones, greenstone celts, and steatite pot 
sherds have also been found in the Choctawhatchee region (Webb 1968). 
However, future pXRF analyses of more Poverty Point-type clay objects from the 
Choctawhatchee Bay region, Poverty Point, and elsewhere in the Southeastern 
U.S. will be needed to support or refute the results I have obtained. 
 
Past Interpretations and Biases 
 The last research question is whether the collection adds new information 
to the archaeological record that can contradict potential biases in past 
interpretations. For example, many of the early archaeologists in the U.S. were 
white, well-to-do men who sometimes have been known to conduct research and 
make conclusions about prehistoric people based on biases that stem from 
personal, political and financial views and motives. One such early archaeologist 
was Clarence B. Moore, whose focus was on locating archaeological sites that 
contained beautiful and unusual artifacts. Because of this, Moore failed to record 
valuable data that are now lost to us forever.   
Moore took this approach to sites around Choctawhatchee Bay. One 
particular site is Hogtown Bayou/Pickens (8Wl09), from which part of the private 
collection reported in this thesis has come. There Moore uncovered over 100 
burials, yet he only described a few in moderate detail (Moore 1918). In addition, 
he only briefly described the pottery and assumed that it was all from one culture, 
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later named Ft. Walton. The collection I studied demonstrates that this site had 
actually mixed Ft. Walton and Pensacola (Willey 1949:220) cultural affiliation. 
Had others not been able to recover shell-tempered pottery (or anything else for 
that matter) from this site, this information would not be known today.  
Fortunately, Moore overlooked several cemetery sites, including one Ft. 
Walton cemetery site (8Wl30) that contained a burial with a Spanish two 
maravedi coin minted in Santo Domingo between 1532 and 1535, along with 31 
shell beads. However, according to Lazarus (1964b:134), “the news of this 
prolific site, with its flamboyant ceramic artifacts, including many effigies, spread 
far and wide and uncontrolled digging proceeded at a rapid pace.” This is how 
many professional and amateur people looked at archaeology in the early 
twentieth century (and unfortunately many still do today). Even the collector 
whom I worked with was guilty of this. He and his father would favor particular 
sites (burials were the most sought after) and look for specifically interesting 
pieces to take home. As far as I am aware of, only one skull was taken by the 
collectors. This skull came from the burial at the Johnson site (8Wl30) that also 
contained the shell beads and Spanish coin. The current owner mentioned that 
he took it to Florida State University to have a biological anthropologist look at it, 
and was told that the skull showed signs of tertiary syphilis. He eventually felt 
that it was unethical for him to have the skull, and reburied it at the site where he 
had found it. I am unaware of any other skeletal material that may or may not 
have been taken.  
121 
While they also did collect many plain objects, not as much care was 
given to them. The current owner even admitted that he had found exponentially 
more Poverty Point-type baked clay objects than exist in the collection today, but 
because they were fairly plain and little was known about them, he mainly used 
them to throw at seagulls that would come near his boat.  
While some biases came from the need to find fantastic and unusual 
objects, other biases were geared more towards the people who created these 
items. One person in particular who was guilty of this was the early explorer S.T. 
Walker. In one of his reports on the Choctawhatchee Bay area, Walker 
(1885:860) writes, “These people seem to have advanced somewhat beyond 
their brethren of less favored regions in the arts, for it is here that we find the first 
attempt to model images or figures in clay.” Considering that his knowledge of 
the area was based solely on his observations and what he was told by locals, it 
is a bit unfair of him to consider the people around Choctawhatchee Bay more 
“advanced” than those of Pensacola Bay (from where he had just come when he 
wrote this) and other “less favored regions” due simply to what they made out of 
clay. He also assumed that people in other areas that he investigated did not 
make images or figures out of clay; of course they actually did, but he did not find 
any. 
Today, the major bias to which most investigators fall victim is their failure 
to collaborate with the people who live in the area of their research. In the 
Choctawhatchee Bay region, in particular, there has been human settlement for 
twelve thousand years. That means that there has to be someone (if not quite a 
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few people) who know quite a bit about the region that you will not be able to find 
in any report, book, or article. Not to take the time to learn from them only puts 
archaeologists at a disadvantage. This collection has provided information on 
sites showing that many were actually occupied during cultural periods that no 
one had previously known about. Without this local knowledge, such information 
would probably have been lost forever.   
 
Benefits to Applied Anthropology 
Possibly because it is far from major universities or museums, the 
Choctawhatchee Bay region has perhaps less archaeological information and 
thorough research. Therefore, the study of this collection has added a great deal 
to the culture history of the area that would have otherwise been lost. Since 
many of the sites have been destroyed, this area is largely shortchanged, left out, 
or ignored in Florida archaeology due to the lack of information. The results of 
this thesis provide a much-needed basis for other archaeologists to be able to 
build on and incorporate into their own research. Specifically, this collection has 
added data on stone tools (especially points), that are favored by collectors, and 
far less often found by professionals since the collectors pick them all up. By 
studying these points, I was able to add more cultural components to the sites in 
this study collection that would not have been known otherwise. 
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Working with Private Collectors 
In addition to the aforementioned benefits, this project also includes the 
promotion of public archaeology, forming tighter bonds with local people 
(collectors, archaeology enthusiasts, and museum visitors), and providing access 
to information for the public and scholars alike.   
By working with collectors, archaeologists can discourage looting and 
promote awareness and understanding of the importance of site protection, 
preservation, and proper scientific investigation of archaeological remains. This 
effort to move the public away from haphazard collecting is one of the primary 
reasons why the Antiquities Act of 1906 (which established fundamentals of 
United States laws and policies regarding archaeological and historical 
resources), and subsequent Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 
(which made it illegal for any individuals to remove archaological materials 
recovered from public lands without proper permitting) were created (King 2008; 
McManamon 2002, 1996). 
However, not all collectors have the same motivations and goals. There 
are those who are not motivated by financial gain, and have a genuine interest in 
their past and a respect for the knowledge it provides. By treating all collectors as 
if they were only interested in the monetary value of artifacts, we would be failing 
in our role as stewards of the archaeological record according to the SAA’s 
principle 1(Stewardship), and would be too selective in our educational outreach 
based on principle 4 (Public Education and Outreach) (Labelle 2003).  
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Through forming positive relationships with collectors, it is possible to be 
introduced to others in the area who may also have information to provide, but 
are reluctant to share. Many of the older generation in my study region and other 
areas also remember collecting artifacts, and may be convinced into sharing their 
information. This can promote positive interactions between local people and 
archaeologists, since both can benefit from the mutual relationship as shown by 
this project.   
 
How this Research is Shared with the Public 
 Information collected from site visits has been included in updates for the 
Florida Master Site File (FMSF). In addition, a copy of this thesis will be sent to 
the collector, the local Emerald Coast Archaeological Society, the archaeologist 
at Eglin Air Force Base, and the Fort Walton Temple Mound Museum. 
 These findings will also be presented at the Florida Anthropological 
Society’s (FAS) annual meeting and the Southeastern Archaeological 
Conference’s (SEAC) annual meeting.   
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APPENDIX A: 
ARTIFACT DATABASE 
 
Table A.1. Points recovered from 8Ok12. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0303 OK 12 broken point tip 6.1 41.3 22.4 10.2 chert B.1 - pinkish color, thermally altered
DF-0304 OK 12 Florida Archaic Stemmed 27.1 70.9 44.9 10.5 chert B.1 - (Bullen 1975:32)
 
 
Table A.2. Bone tools recovered from 8Ok19. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0685 OK 19 bi-pointed bone tool 10.1 - - - bone B.7 -
DF-0686 OK 19 pointed bone tool 2.0 - - - bone B.7 -
DF-0687 OK 19 bi-pointed bone tool 4.8 - - - bone B.7 -
 
 
Table A.3. Ground stone tools recovered from 8Ok19. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0300 OK 19 sandstone hone 66.0 - - - sandstone B.5 -
DF-0301 OK 19 sandstone hone 29.1 - - - sandstone B.5 -
DF-0302 OK 19 pebble w /use w ear 53.7 - - - quartz B.5 -
DF-0443 OK 19 pebble w /use w ear 55.0 - - - quartz B.4 -
DF-0444 OK 19 pebble w /use w ear 38.4 - - - quartz B.4 -
DF-0445 OK 19 pebble w /use w ear 47.1 - - - quartz B.4 -
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Table A.4. Points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok19. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0083 OK 19 poss. Gilchrist subtype 4 13.1 - - - chert B.2 3 (Bullen 1975:49)
DF-0086 OK 19 poss. Bradford 9.6 - - - chert B.2 206 (Bullen 1975:14)
DF-0134 OK 19 poss. Little Bear Creek 26.2 - - - Tallahatta B.2 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0135 OK 19 poss. Gilchrist 11.6 - - - chert B.2 - (Bullen 1975:49)
DF-0136 OK 19 poss. Florida Adena or Morrow  22.9 - - - Tallahatta B.2 - (Bullen 1975:22); (Cambron 
DF-0137 OK 19 poss. Pickw ick 27.8 - - - Tallahatta B.2 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0138 OK 19 poss. Morrow  Mountain 10.7 - - - chert B.2 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0139 OK 19 poss. Wacissa subtype 3 16.3 - - - chert B.2 - (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0140 OK 19 poss. Little Bear Creek 13.0 - - - Tallahatta B.2 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0141 OK 19 poss. Motley 29.4 - - - chert B.2 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:92) "MOTLEY"
DF-0142 OK 19 poss. Stanfield 6.0 - - - Tallahatta B.2 - (Bullen 1975:42)
DF-0431 OK 19 Florida Archaic Stemmed 6.4 45.3 31.8 7.5 chert 7.2 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0432 OK 19 poss. Wacissa 6.4 32.8 26.3 9.6 chert 7.2 19 (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0433 OK 19 poss. Wacissa 5.0 27.8 23.1 8.7 chert 7.2 126 (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0435 OK 19 poss. Sumter 13.1 45.9 26.7 11.2 Tallahatta 7.2 223 (Bullen 1975:36)
DF-0436 OK 19 poss. Morrow  Mountain 10.3 45.0 25.6 9.8 Tallahatta 7.2 133 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0438 OK 19 poss. Abbey 15.6 49.4 41.6 11.2 Tallahatta 7.2 190 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:1)
DF-0439 OK 19 poss. Wacissa 4.5 26.4 22.6 9.9 Tallahatta 7.2 128 (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0442 OK 19 poss. Waller knife 6.3 - - - chert B.3 - (Carter & Dunbar 2006:494)
DF-0440 OK 19 microtool 0.7 23.0 9.7 4.4 chert 7.2 -
DF-0441 OK 19 microtool/drill 3.0 29.7 16.6 6.4 chert 7.2 -
DF-0437 OK 19 broken point tip 4.7 27.5 21.1 7.2 Tallahatta 7.2 -
DF-0434 OK 19 general biface 32.2 26.6 33.0 15.1 Tallahatta 7.2 -
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
136 
Table A.5. Ceramics recovered from 8Ok19. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g) n. Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0693 OK 19 steatite sherd 34.9 1 steatite B.18 -
DF-0290 OK 19 Deptford check-stamped podal 266.8 1 ceramic 7.4 -
- OK 19 Deptford Simple-Stamped 37.9 2 ceramic - -
- OK 19 Deptford Simple-Stamped podal 
support, basal sherd 22.9 1 ceramic - -
DF-0692 OK 19 Sw ift Creek Complicated-Stamped, 
check-stamped circle design 46.8 1 ceramic B.12 -
- OK 19 Sw ift Creek Complicated-Stamped 402.1 16 ceramic B.11 -
- OK 19 Santa Rosa Stamped 17.0 1 ceramic B.10 -
- OK 19 Alligator Bayou Stamped 17.2 1 ceramic B.13 -
DF-0288 OK 19 Weeden Island Incised rim sherd 85.7 1 ceramic 7.3 -
- OK 19 Weeden Island Incised 35.5 1 ceramic - -
- OK 19 Tucker Ridge Pinched 92.1 10 ceramic - -
- OK 19 Carrabelle Incised 24.0 4 ceramic - -
- OK 19 Keith Incised 5.0 2 ceramic B.9 -
DF-0613 OK 19 Lake Jackson plain w /scalloped rim 36.8 1 ceramic B.17 - shell-tempered
DF-0615 OK 19 Lake Jackson Incised w /ticked rim 23.1 1 ceramic B.17 - grit-tempered
DF-0616 OK 19 Lake Jackson plain w /ticked rim and lug 32.3 1 ceramic B.17 - grit- and grog-tempered
- OK 19 Lake Jackson plain w /scalloped rim 8.9 1 ceramic - - shell- and grit-tempered
- OK 19 Lake Jackson plain w /ticked rim 59.3 4 ceramic - - grit-tempered
- OK 19 Lake Jackson Incised w /ticked rim 35.7 3 ceramic - - grit-tempered
- OK 19 Fort Walton Incised 383.9 34 ceramic - - grit-tempered
DF-0337 OK 19 Point Washington Incised rim sherd 133.7 1 ceramic B.16 - grit-tempered
DF-0338 OK 19 Point Washington Incised rim sherd 60.3 1 ceramic B.16 - grit-tempered
DF-0614 OK 19 Point Washington Incised rim sherd 16.8 1 ceramic B.17 - grit-tempered
- OK 19 Point Washington Incised 826.5 83 ceramic - - grit-tempered
DF-0331 OK 19 Pensacola plain rim sherd 22.4 1 ceramic B.15 - shell-tempered
- OK 19 Pensacola Incised 40.6 2 ceramic - - shell-tempered
DF-0289 OK 19 check-stamped rim sherd 119.8 1 ceramic B.14 -
- OK 19 check-stamped 231.5 27 ceramic B.8 -
- OK 19 ind. punctated w /annular punctations 10.1 2 ceramic - -
- OK 19 ind. punctated 190.5 19 ceramic - -
- OK 19 sand-tempered plain 271.6 17 ceramic - -
- OK 19 grit-tempered plain 1154.9 84 ceramic - -
- OK 19 shell-tempered plain 163.7 10 ceramic - -
- OK 19 salt-glazed stonew are 22.5 1 ceramic - -
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Table A.6. Shell tools recovered from 8Ok19. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0372 OK 19 poss. scoop or scraper 34.2 - - - shell B.6 - "found beneath surface of ground"
DF-0373 OK 19 bi-pointed tool 2.2 49.1 - - shell B.6 -
 
 
 
 
Table A.7. Historic artifacts recovered from 8Ok19. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0676 OK 19 lead ball 75.0 - - - lead B.19 - poss. musket or arquebus ammo
DF-0677 OK 19 lead ball 21.7 - - - lead B.19 - poss. musket or arquebus ammo
DF-0678 OK 19 lead ball 16.8 - - - lead B.19 - poss. musket or arquebus ammo
DF-0679 OK 19 glazed ceramic ball 12.9 - - - ceramic B.19 - poss. marble
DF-0680 OK 19 stone dog f igurine (poss. Bulldog) 28.7 - - - stone B.19 -
DF-0681 OK 19 ceramic pipe bow l 6.4 - - - ceramic B.19 -
DF-0682 OK 19 ceramic pipe mouthpiece frag. 1.1 - - - ceramic B.19 -
DF-0683 OK 19 ceramic doll leg 9.3 - - - ceramic B.19 -
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Table A.8. Points recovered from 8Ok32. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0076 OK 32 poss. Halifax 8.3 - - - chert B.20 181 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:63)
DF-0082 OK 32 poss. Elora 14.4 - - - chert B.20 74 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:46)
DF-0084 OK 32 Arredondo 11.0 - - - chert B.20 - (Bullen 1975:39)
DF-0090 OK 32 Ledbetter 10.6 - - - chert B.20 134 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78)
DF-0092 OK 32 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Putnam 17.3 - - - chert B.20 56 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0100 OK 32 poss. Hardee Beveled 21.7 - - - Tallahatta B.20 - (Bullen 1975:33)
DF-0105 OK 32 poss. Tampa 2.2 - - - chert B.20 - (Bullen 1975:10)
DF-0106 OK 32 Florida Archaic Stemmed 16.9 - - - Tallahatta B.20 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0107 OK 32 poss. Abbey 12.6 - - - Tallahatta B.20 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:1)
DF-0108 OK 32 poss. Jackson 12.2 - - - chert B.20 - (Bullen 1975:21)
DF-0446 OK 32 poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed 
w /one side retouched 21.6 65.9 33.0 10.7 Tallahatta B.21 225 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0447 OK 32 poss. Rheems Creek 6.6 28.4 26.0 12.1 Tallahatta B.21 127 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:110)
DF-0448 OK 32 poss. Florida Adena 10.0 46.5 26.0 8.9 Tallahatta B.21 61 (Bullen 1975:22)
DF-0449 OK 32 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Levy 23.5 68.8 42.8 10.4 Tallahatta B.21 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0450 OK 32 poss. Bradford 18.2 54.1 36.0 11.2 Tallahatta B.21 88 (Bullen 1975:14)
DF-0451 OK 32 poss. Halifax 13.8 46.9 27.6 13.0 Tallahatta B.21 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:63)
DF-0452 OK 32 poss. Morrow  Mountain 25.3 72.8 34.9 13.1 Tallahatta B.21 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0453 OK 32 poss. Bradford 11.6 50.2 28.6 10.0 Tallahatta B.21 - (Bullen 1975:14)
DF-0454 OK 32 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Levy 17.3 45.2 39.2 12.2 Tallahatta B.21 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0455 OK 32 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Alachua 27.1 59.4 42.7 11.7 Tallahatta B.21 84 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0456 OK 32 poss. Morrow  Mountain 23.5 56.3 39.7 11.8 Tallahatta B.21 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0457 OK 32 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Alachua 24.4 57.9 41.1 11.7 Tallahatta B.22 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0458 OK 32 Halifax 13.6 42.0 30.0 12.5 Tallahatta B.22 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:63)
DF-0459 OK 32 poss. Florida Copena 7.7 40.2 22.2 8.6 Tallahatta B.22 - (Bullen 1975:23)
DF-0462 OK 32 poss. Stanly 28.5 55.2 43.4 13.4 chert B.23 - (Whatley 2002:108)
DF-0463 OK 32 poss. Elora 29.1 63.1 40.9 12.8 chert B.23 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:46)
DF-0464 OK 32 poss. Pickw ick 24.7 51.3 49.0 13.8 chert B.23 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0465 OK 32 Gilchrist subtype 1 8.5 35.8 31.9 9.1 chert B.23 220 (Bullen 1975:49)
DF-0466 OK 32 poss. Florida Adena 7.6 36.0 30.6 9.4 chert B.23 66 (Bullen 1975:22) retouched tip
DF-0467 OK 32 poss. Coosa Notched 10.9 41.2 29.6 11.9 chert B.23 132 (Whatley 2002:29)
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Table A.9. Points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok32. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0468 OK 32 poss. Florida Adena or Morrow  
Mountain
17.1 55.7 31.4 13.3 chert B.23 - (Bullen 1975:22); (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0469 OK 32 poss. Pickw ick 19.6 57.6 42.5 11.3 chert B.23 47 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0470 OK 32 poss. Pickw ick 15.5 54.2 39.2 11.8 chert B.23 142 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0471 OK 32 poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Marion 11.2 46.3 34.8 9.1 chert B.23 73 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0472 OK 32 poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Putnam or Gary 11.2 45.2 35.2 10.5 chert 7.5 75 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0473 OK 32 poss. Little Bear Creek 8.9 31.5 29.5 9.0 chert 7.5 230 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0474 OK 32 poss. Florida Adena 18.5 46.7 31.9 13.1 chert 7.5 243 (Bullen 1975:22)
DF-0475 OK 32 poss. Thelma 4.7 41.2 25.3 4.9 chert 7.5 - (Whatley 2002:119)
DF-0476 OK 32 poss. Westo 10.3 42.3 29.3 10.6 chert 7.5 - (Bullen 1975:29)
DF-0477 OK 32 poss. Little Bear Creek 13.5 46.0 30.5 11.9 chert 7.5 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0478 OK 32 poss. Wacissa subtype 2 8.0 35.8 28.6 8.9 chert 7.5 157 (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0694 OK 32 Florida Archaic Stemmed 14.8 - - - chert B.20 63 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0460 OK 32 drill 7.3 41.1 18.7 11.5 Tallahatta B.22 -
DF-0461 OK 32 drill 2.8 35.2 14.3 5.9 Tallahatta B.22 -
 
 
Table A.10. Points recovered from 8Ok34. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0329 OK 34 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Marion 26.6 51.8 45.3 13.0 chert B.24 - (Bullen 1975:32)
 
 
Table A.11. Chipped stone tools and points recovered from 8Ok46. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0327 OK 46 utilized secondary decort. 3.2 - - - quartz B.25 -
DF-0328 OK 46 poss. Bolen 9.6 44.9 34.2 9.1 chert B.25 - (Bullen 1975: 52)
 
 
Table A.12. Points recovered from 8Ok50. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0330 OK 50 Kirk Serrated 32.0 75.0 45.8 12.4 chert B.26 - (Bullen 1975:37)
 
 
140 
Table A.13. Points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok51. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0075 OK 51 Bolen Beveled subtype side 
notched 7.3 42.4 27.7 7.1 chert B.71 - (Bullen 1975:52) w hite
DF-0080 OK 51 poss. Bolen Beveled 15.6 46.8 38.5 10.3 chert B.71 191 (Bullen 1975: 52) grey
DF-0479 OK 51 poss. Pickw ick 23.5 73.9 36.5 10.0 Tallahatta B.27 147 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0480 OK 51 poss. Halifax 12.0 38.6 33.4 11.3 Tallahatta B.27 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:63)
DF-0483 OK 51 poss. Jackson 14.3 57.1 31.6 9.4 chert 7.7 - (Bullen 1975:21)
DF-0484 OK 51 Morrow  Mountain 19.5 42.9 12.8 13.3 chert 7.7 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89) "North"
DF-0485 OK 51 Baker's Creek 11.7 49.0 31.2 8.7 chert 7.7 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:8)
DF-0486 OK 51 poss. Hamilton 13.6 43.9 32.4 12.5 chert 7.7 195 (Bullen 1975:38)
DF-0487 OK 51 Florida Archaic Stemmed 12.3 59.8 31.2 9.0 chert 7.7 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0488 OK 51 poss. Brow ard 16.7 59.8 33.8 9.0 chert 7.7 - (Bullen 1975:15)
DF-0489 OK 51 poss. Little Bear Creek 13.6 62.0 30.0 11.4 chert 7.7 232 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0490 OK 51 Ledbetter 15.1 57.2 35.0 9.0 chert 7.7 12 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78)
DF-0491 OK 51 poss. Morrow  Mountain 12.6 51.4 30.7 11.5 chert 7.7 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0492 OK 51 Florida Archaic Stemmed 8.9 43.1 25.5 10.7 chert 7.7 135 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0493 OK 51 Ledbetter 16.8 59.1 31.6 12.8 chert 7.7 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78)
DF-0494 OK 51 Morrow  Mountain 13.0 50.8 35.3 10.4 chert 7.7 64 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0495 OK 51 Florida Archaic Stemmed stem 7.9 24.4 38.0 8.6 chert 7.7 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0482 OK 51 drill 5.7 41.8 18.9 8.0 Tallahatta B.27 - (Bullen 1975:41)
DF-0481 OK 51 unifacial tool w /serrated edge 7.7 52.0 23.1 7.8 Tallahatta B.27 -
DF-0496 OK 51 unifacial tool 8.0 - - - chert B.28 -
DF-0497 OK 51 unifacial tool 3.5 38.2 12.6 11.5 chert B.28 -
DF-0498 OK 51 unifacial tool 4.5 - - - chert B.28 -
DF-0500 OK 51 bifacial tool 104.3 210.5 57.3 32.1 chert B.28 -
 
 
 
 
Table A.14. Ground stone tools recovered from 8Ok51. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0499 OK 51 pebble w /use w ear 63.2 - - - quartz B.28 -
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Table A.15. Poverty Point-type objects recovered from 8Ok51. 
Cat. # Site # wt. (g) Shape Dec. Pic # Notes
DF-0002 OK 51 205.7 melon grooved 7.6 inc. in pXRF
DF-0018 OK 51 126.4 cylindrical none 7.6 inc. in pXRF
DF-0023 OK 51 109 cylindrical none 7.6 inc. in pXRF
DF-0027 OK 51 139.3 melon grooved 7.6 inc. in pXRF
DF-0037 OK 51 85.5 cylindrical none 7.6 inc. in pXRF
 
 
 
 
Table A.16. Points recovered from 8Ok52. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0089 OK 52 poss. Ledbetter 18.5 79.4 34.6 7.5 Tallahatta B.71 124 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78) Has a retouched edge w here barb broke off on one side.
 
 
 
Table A.17. Points recovered from 8Ok53. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0058 OK 53 Sumter 37.9 - - - Tallahatta B.29 - (Bullen 1975:36)
DF-0059 OK 53 Appalachian 23.4 - - - chert B.29 77 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:6)
DF-0061 OK 53 Stanly 20.6 - - - chert B.29 - (Whatley 2002:108)
DF-0115 OK 53 poss. Hillsborough 11.3 - - - chert B.29 - (Bullen 1975:30) Has "'ole mill' arrow head point" 
w ritten on it.
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Table A.18. Points recovered from 8Ok54. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0067 OK 54 Kirk Serrated 16.2 - - - chert B.30 36 (Bullen 1975:37)
DF-0070 OK 54 poss. Little Bear Creek 31.7 - - - chert B.31 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0103 OK 54 poss. Arredondo 44.9 - - - Tallahatta B.31 178 (Bullen 1975:39)
DF-0108 OK 54 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Marion 27.8 - - - Tallahatta B.31 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0109 OK 54 poss. Wacissa subtype 3 11.5 - - - Tallahatta B.30 - (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0110 OK 54 poss. Florida Adena 11.1 - - - chert B.30 - (Bullen 1975:22)
DF-0111 OK 54 Gilchrist subtype 4 14.3 - - - chert B.30 - (Bullen 1975:49)
DF-0112 OK 54 poss. Wacissa 9.1 - - - Tallahatta B.30 - (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0113 OK 54 poss. Culbreath subtype 2 37.0 - - - chert B.31 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0114 OK 54 poss. Paris Island 17.7 - - - Tallahatta B.30 - (Whatley 2002:93)
DF-0385 OK 54 Pickw ick 10.6 45.0 32.1 9.2 Tallahatta B.32 193 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0386 OK 54 poss. Guilford 10.8 57.5 24.7 6.8 Tallahatta B.32 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:60)
DF-0387 OK 54 Arredondo 18.2 47.5 35.2 12.1 Tallahatta B.32 231 (Bullen 1975:39)
DF-0388 OK 54 poss. Wacissa subtype 2 18.2 45.6 30.1 15.1 Tallahatta B.32 - (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0389 OK 54 Appalachian 23.0 72.9 29.7 11.9 Tallahatta B.32 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:6)
DF-0390 OK 54 Appalachian 20.7 55.8 36.3 11.0 Tallahatta B.32 85 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:6)
DF-0391 OK 54 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Levy 21.7 59.2 38.3 11.3 Tallahatta B.32 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0392 OK 54 poss. Gilchrist 7.6 28.1 24.7 11.8 Tallahatta B.32 - (Bullen 1975:49)
DF-0393 OK 54 poss. Baker's Creek 12.5 50.8 27.4 11.7 Tallahatta B.32 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:8)
DF-0394 OK 54 poss. Little Bear Creek 12.1 46.8 29.5 12.6 Tallahatta B.32 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0395 OK 54 poss. Little Bear Creek 16.0 49.1 28.1 12.1 Tallahatta B.32 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71) badly w orn and w eathered
DF-0396 OK 54 Florida Spike 13.1 59.1 21.9 10.6 Tallahatta B.32 180 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0397 OK 54 poss. Gary 12.8 49.7 28.8 11.2 Tallahatta B.33 221 (McGahey 2000:144-147)
DF-0398 OK 54 poss. Baker's Creek 8.8 31.2 27.1 12.5 Tallahatta B.33 236 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:8)
DF-0399 OK 54 poss. Pickw ick 9.7 30.6 31.2 12.2 Tallahatta B.33 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0400 OK 54 Florida Spike 25.3 66.3 28.4 12.0 Tallahatta B.33 - (Bullen 1975:41)
DF-0401 OK 54 Duval 6.8 37.4 20.9 10.2 Tallahatta B.33 - (Bullen 1975:13)
DF-0402 OK 54 poss. Pickw ick 10.0 48.6 26.4 10.9 Tallahatta B.33 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0403 OK 54 Little Bear Creek 24.4 53.7 31.2 14.0 Tallahatta B.33 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0404 OK 54 Florida Archaic Stemmed 28.1 65.9 42.1 14.2 Tallahatta B.33 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0405 OK 54 Appalachian 27.2 81.3 37.0 11.1 chert 7.9 29 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:6)
DF-0406 OK 54 poss. Motley 8.2 41.1 29.9 7.8 chert 7.9 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:92)
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Table A.19.Points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok54. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0407 OK 54 poss. Halifax 5.6 32.9 20.9 9.4 chert 7.9 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:63)
DF-0408 OK 54 Gilchrist subtype 2 9.5 39.4 30.4 11.0 chert 7.9 222 (Bullen 1975:49)
DF-0409 OK 54 Ledbetter 19.9 57.7 34.4 10.9 chert 7.9 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78)
DF-0410 OK 54 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Levy, or poss. 29.5 75.7 45.0 11.5 chert 7.9 179 (Bullen 1975:32;38)
DF-0411 OK 54 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Alachua 14.3 58.7 36.4 8.7 chert 7.9 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0412 OK 54 poss. Gilchrist 10.4 40.7 30.2 10.3 chert 7.9 72 (Bullen 1975:49)
DF-0413 OK 54 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Marion, Elora 19.6 58.1 44.5 10.5 chert 7.9 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0414 OK 54 poss. Hernando 3.7 22.6 31.4 5.8 chert 7.9 - (Bullen 1975:24)
DF-0415 OK 54 poss. Stanfield 18.6 67.8 34.3 9.2 chert B.34 184 (Bullen 1975:42)
DF-0416 OK 54 poss. Elora 15.7 47.4 42.2 11.6 chert B.34 59 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:46)
DF-0417 OK 54 poss. Clay 12.2 54.9 35.0 9.3 chert B.34 - (Bullen 1975:27)
DF-0418 OK 54 Gilchrist or Bolen Beveled 8.7 39.4 33.0 7.7 chert B.34 - (Bullen 1975:49,52)
DF-0419 OK 54 poss. Gilchrist 12.6 51.9 32.1 7.6 chert B.34 - (Bullen 1975:49)
DF-0420 OK 54 poss. Baker's Creek 10.5 17.2 26.2 9.7 chert B.34 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:8)
DF-0421 OK 54 poss. Arredondo 11.8 38.9 36.4 9.4 chert B.34 - (Bullen 1975:39) w orn and rew orked
DF-0098 OK 54 broken point tip 3.7 - - - chert B.30 -
DF-0422 OK 54 broken point tip 13.5 58.6 36.5 9.1 chert B.34 - notch in side
DF-0423 OK 54 broken point tip 3.2 27.5 23.1 7.5 chert B.34 -
DF-0424 OK 54 poss. Waller knife 14.5 - - - chert B.35 - (Carter & Dunbar 2006:494)
DF-0425 OK 54 poss. Waller knife 10.3 - - - chert B.35 - (Carter & Dunbar 2006:494)
DF-0426 OK 54 lg., thick unifacial tool 9.3 46.1 25.6 7.8 chert B.36 -
DF-0427 OK 54 lg., thick unifacial tool 5.8 - - - Tallahatta B.36 -
DF-0428 OK 54 lg., thick unifacial tool 43.8 72.1 48.3 12.1 chert B.36 -
DF-0429 OK 54 lg., thick unifacial tool 7.7 - - - chert B.36 -
DF-0430 OK 54 lg., thick unifacial tool 49.6 - - - chert B.36 -
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Table A.20. Poverty Point-type objects recovered from 8Ok54. 
Cat. # Site # wt. (g) Shape Dec. Pic # Notes
DF-0003 OK 54 101.8 biscuit none 7.8 inc. in pXRF
DF-0010 OK 54 113.3 cylindrical incised 7.8 inc. in pXRF
DF-0015 OK 54 74.4 biconical incised 7.8 inc. in pXRF
DF-0024 OK 54 33.5 cylindrical incised 7.8 inc. in pXRF
DF-0030 OK 54 60.5 cylindrical grooved 7.8 inc. in pXRF
DF-0033 OK 54 53 biconical incised 7.8 inc. in pXRF
DF-0035 OK 54 43.2 melon grooved 7.8 inc. in pXRF
DF-0038 OK 54 65 cylindrical grooved 7.8 inc. in pXRF
 
 
 
 
Table A.21. Bone tools recovered from 8Ok62. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0688 OK 62 pointed antler 38.4 - - - bone B.40 -
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Table A.22. Points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok62. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0095 OK 62 poss. Kirk Serrated 20.6 58.1 34.0 12.5 Tallahatta B.71 - (Bullen 1975:37)
DF-0531 OK 62 poss. Taylor 10.3 42.9 21.4 11.8 Tallahatta B.36 - (Bullen 1975:20)
DF-0532 OK 62 poss. Appalachian 20.1 69.2 35.0 10.7 Tallahatta B.36 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:6)
DF-0533 OK 62 poss. Hardee Beveled 21.6 64.4 34.8 13.0 Tallahatta B.36 - (Bullen 1975:33)
DF-0534 OK 62 poss. Little Bear Creek 20.0 70.2 28.8 10.7 Tallahatta B.36 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0535 OK 62 poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed16.2 52.2 33.8 10.7 Tallahatta B.36 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0536 OK 62 poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed18.4 54.6 34.7 13.7 Tallahatta B.36 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0537 OK 62 poss. Florida Spike 17.9 55.1 24.2 14.4 Tallahatta B.36 50 (Bullen 1975:41)
DF-0538 OK 62 Florida Spike 34.7 77.1 24.3 15.3 Tallahatta B.36 - (Bullen 1975:41)
DF-0539 OK 62 Florida Archaic Stemmed 24.0 60.0 39.4 12.3 Tallahatta B.36 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0540 OK 62 poss. Copena Triangular 22.9 75.2 34.5 9.7 Tallahatta B.36 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:32)
DF-0541 OK 62 poss. Hardee Beveled 15.1 43.2 34.7 12.1 Tallahatta B.36 - (Bullen 1975:33)
DF-0542 OK 62 poss. Florida Adena 16.5 40.7 38.0 13.8 Tallahatta B.36 121 (Bullen 1975:22)
DF-0543 OK 62 poss. Little Bear Creek 12.9 38.0 34.9 10.4 Tallahatta 7.10 LRF4 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0544 OK 62 poss. Wacissa subtype 2 10.7 43.3 34.7 8.8 Tallahatta 7.10 216 (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0545 OK 62 poss. Pickw ick 17.6 55.9 30.7 13.5 Tallahatta 7.10 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0546 OK 62 Florida Spike 18.6 54.0 26.8 14.6 Tallahatta 7.10 - (Bullen 1975:41)
DF-0547 OK 62 poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed19.9 43.1 38.7 12.8 Tallahatta 7.10 234 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0548 OK 62 poss. Arredondo 13.6 50.7 30.3 9.9 Tallahatta 7.10 - (Bullen 1975:39)
DF-0549 OK 62 poss. Wacissa subtype 2 9.7 35.3 31.1 10.5 Tallahatta 7.10 - (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0550 OK 62 poss. Hardee Beveled 14.4 48.8 30.9 14.5 Tallahatta 7.10 107 (Bullen 1975:33)
DF-0558 OK 62 poss. Waller knife 8.1 - - - chert B.38 - (Carter & Dunbar 2006:494)
DF-0559 OK 62 poss. Waller knife 5.2 - - - chert B.38 - (Carter & Dunbar 2006:494)
DF-0063 OK 62 broken point tip 8.8 - - - chert B.71 -
DF-0560 OK 62 prob. hafted scraper 17.1 - - - chert B.39 - crude unifacial tool, chipped on 
DF-0561 OK 62 drill 6.5 - - - chert B.39 -
DF-0562 OK 62 drill 4.9 - - - Tallahatta B.39 -
DF-0551 OK 62 lg. utilized secondary f lake 33.4 - - - chert B.38 -
DF-0557 OK 62 lg. utilized secondary f lake 29.7 - - - chert B.38 -
DF-0552 OK 62 utilized secondary f lake 10.1 - - - chert B.38 -
DF-0553 OK 62 utilized secondary f lake 6.9 - - - Tallahatta B.38 -
DF-0554 OK 62 utilized secondary f lake 10.5 - - - chert B.38 -
DF-0555 OK 62 utilized secondary f lake 1.0 - - - chert B.38 -
DF-0556 OK 62 utilized secondary f lake 3.8 - - - chert B.38 -
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Table A.23. Poverty Point-type objects recovered from 8Ok62. 
Cat. # Site # wt. (g) Shape Dec. Pic # Notes
DF-0005 OK 62 119.4 amorphous grooved 7.12 inc. in pXRF
DF-0006 OK 62 96.8 cylindrical none 7.12 inc. in pXRF
DF-0007 OK 62 104.6 cylindrical none 7.12 inc. in pXRF
DF-0008 OK 62 67.8 cylindrical none 7.12 inc. in pXRF
DF-0009 OK 62 75.1 biscuit none 7.12 inc. in pXRF
DF-0011 OK 62 42.6 amorphous none 7.12 inc. in pXRF
DF-0021 OK 62 156.9 amorphous none 7.12 inc. in pXRF
DF-0034A OK 62 91.2 cylindrical grooved 7.13 inc. in pXRF
DF-0039A OK 62 23.5 biscuit? incised 7.13 inc. in pXRF
 
 
 
Table A.24. Ceramics recovered from 8Ok62. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g) n. Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
- OK 62 Deptford Simple-Stamped 7.7 1 ceramic - -
- OK 62 Tucker Ridge Pinched 6.1 1 ceramic - -
DF-0291 OK 62 Carrabelle Incised rim sherd 27.4 1 ceramic - -
DF-0292 OK 62 Fort Walton Incised rim sherd 6.4 1 ceramic - -
- OK 62 ind. check-stamped 244.4 23 ceramic - -
- OK 62 ind. Incised 36.6 5 ceramic - -
- OK 62 ind. Punctated 6.0 1 ceramic - -
- OK 62 sand-tempered plain 118.7 24 ceramic - -
- OK 62 grit-tempered plain 2.0 1 ceramic - -
- OK 62 shell-tempered plain 19.5 2 ceramic - -
DF-0087 OK 62 cob-marked 7.7 1 ceramic 7.1 -
- OK 62 salt-glazed stonew are 12.7 1 ceramic - -
 
 
 
Table A.25. Points recovered from 8Wl05. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0064 WL 05 poss. Culbreath subtype 10.4 48.1 40.9 7.2 chert B.41 4 (Bullen 1975:28)
 
 
 
 
 
147 
Table A.26. Points recovered from 8Wl09. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0334 WL 09 broken point tip 13.1 - - - chert B.42 -
DF-0335 WL 09 poss. Florida Adena 27.3 70.2 33.1 11.9 chert B.42 - (Bullen 1975:22)
DF-0079 WL 50 poss. Lost Lake 9.8 50.8 31.8 7.8 chert B.48 227 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:83)
 
 
 
Table A.27. Points recovered from 8Wl27. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0563 WL 27 Kirk Serrated - 71.5 42.5 - chert B.44 30 (Bullen 1975:37)
DF-0564 WL 27 poss. Stanf ield - 54.0 32.0 - chert B.44 - (Bullen 1975:42)
DF-0565 WL 27 Elora - 51.0 36.0 - chert B.44 218 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:46)
 
 
 
Table A.28. Shell tools recovered from 8Wl27. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0374 WL 27 w orked columella 67.3 111.9 - - shell B.43 -
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Table A.29. Points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Wl28. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0091 WL 28 poss. Hernando 9.1 52.6 32.4 6.2 chert B.71 - (Bullen 1975:24)
DF-0566 WL 28 Florida Archaic Stemmed - 67.5 30.3 - Tallahatta B.45 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0567 WL 28 poss. Kirk Stemmed - 52.5 31.5 - Tallahatta B.45 - (Whatley 2002:60)
DF-0568 WL 28 poss. Bolen Beveled - 51.5 48.5 - Tallahatta B.45 - (Bullen 1975: 52)
DF-0569 WL 28 poss. Bolen Plain - 49.7 36.5 - Tallahatta B.45 - (Bullen 1975: 51)
DF-0570 WL 28 poss. Bolen Beveled - 46.0 30.0 - Tallahatta B.45 - (Bullen 1975: 52)
DF-0571 WL 28 poss. Florida Adena or 
Florida Archaic Stemmed - 45.0 26.5 - Tallahatta B.45 - (Bullen 1975:22,32)
DF-0572 WL 28
poss. Elora, Culbreath, or 
Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Levy
- - - - chert 7.14 -
(Cambron & Hulse 1986:46); 
(Bullen 1975:28,32)
DF-0573 WL 28 poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed - - - - chert 7.14 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0574 WL 28 poss. Sumter - - - - chert 7.14 - (Bullen 1975:36)
DF-0575 WL 28 poss. Bolen side notched - - - - chert 7.14 - (Bullen 1975: 51)
DF-0576 WL 28 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Putnam - - - - chert 7.14 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0577 WL 28 poss. Leon - - - - chert 7.14 - (Bullen 1975:12)
DF-0578 WL 28 poss. New nan - - - - chert 7.14 - (Bullen 1975:31)
DF-0579 WL 28 poss. Pickw ick - - - - chert 7.14 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0580 WL 28 poss. Bolen side notched - - - - chert 7.14 - (Bullen 1975: 51)
DF-0582 WL 28 poss. Clay - - - - chert 7.14 - (Bullen 1975:27)
DF-0581 WL 28 broken point tip - - - - chert 7.14 -
DF-0583 WL 28 unifacial tool w /serrated - - - - chert 7.14 -
 
 
Table A.30. Ceramics recovered from 8Wl30. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0293 WL 30 humanoid rim eff igy 27.7 - - - ceramic 7.18 -
 
 
Table A.31. Points recovered from 8Wl33. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0336 WL 33 poss. Duval 9.4 40.4 24.4 10.0 Tallahatta B.46 - (Bullen 1975:13)
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Table A.32. Ceramics recovered from 8Wl33. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0294 WL 33 Fort Walton rim sherd 
w /bird eff igy 45.2 - - - ceramic 7.23 - "pit 3"
DF-0295 WL 33 Fort Walton rim sherd 
w /ticks and ow l eff igy 101.7 - - - ceramic 7.22 - "pit #1"
 
 
 
Table A.33. Points recovered from 8Wl35. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0071 WL 35 poss. Arredondo 7.3 30.0 30.7 8.9 chert B.47 112 (Bullen 1975:39)
 
 
 
Table A.34. Points recovered from 8Wl61. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0584 WL 61 poss. Florida Copena - - - - Tallahatta B.49 - (Bullen 1975:23)
DF-0585 WL 61 poss. Stanly - - - - chert B.49 - (Whatley 2002:108)
DF-0586 WL 61 Florida Archaic Stemmed - - - - chert B.49 - (Bullen 1975:32)
broken tip retouched and 
made into poss. hafted 
scraper
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Table A.35. Points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Wl69. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0588 WL 69 poss. Florida Spike 49.7 89.0 35.9 14.3 Tallahatta B.50 - (Bullen 1975:41)
DF-0589 WL 69 poss. Clay 19.0 63.4 46.7 8.9 Tallahatta B.50 43 (Bullen 1975:27) badly w orn and w eathered
DF-0590 WL 69 poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed 42.9 69.1 43.7 13.5 Tallahatta B.50 - (Bullen 1975:32) badly w orn and w eathered
DF-0593 WL 69 poss. Otarre 5.8 32.0 30.3 8.9 Tallahatta B.51 154 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:88-90)
DF-0594 WL 69 poss. Florida Adena 8.6 36.8 32.6 11.9 Tallahatta B.51 65 (Bullen 1975:22) retouched w /serrated edge
DF-0595 WL 69 poss. Little Bear Creek 7.8 48.3 22.2 8.4 Tallahatta B.51 192 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71) one side made into bifacial blade
DF-0596 WL 69 Florida Archaic Stemmed 22.1 74.8 41.0 10.0 Tallahatta B.51 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0597 WL 69 poss. Hamilton 13.1 40.5 31.0 12.9 chert 7.15 - (Bullen 1975:38) point stem
DF-0598 WL 69 poss. Clay 12.1 50.6 42.3 7.2 chert 7.15 176 (Bullen 1975:27)
DF-0600 WL 69 poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed or Pickw ick 38.5 55.7 55.5 13.0 chert 7.15 -
(Bullen 1975:32); (Cambron & 
Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0601 WL 69 poss. Pickw ick 17.2 62.1 37.3 9.4 chert 7.15 32 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0602 WL 69 poss. Florida Adena 18.1 64.7 31.9 10.8 chert 7.15 - (Bullen 1975:22)
DF-0603 WL 69 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Levy 14.2 45.7 27.4 9.1 chert 7.15 22 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0604 WL 69 poss. Westo 5.5 34.9 24.8 9.6 chert 7.15 - (Bullen 1975:29) photo upsidedow n
DF-0605 WL 69 poss. Leon 2.8 31.4 19.8 5.9 chert 7.15 - (Bullen 1975:12)
DF-0606 WL 69 poss. Kirk Serrated 7.5 48.5 25.5 6.7 chert B.52 - (Bullen 1975:37) diff icult to I.D. due to missing 
stem
DF-0607 WL 69 poss. Lost Lake 4.8 30.7 34.2 4.6 chert B.52 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:83) very thin and f inely made
DF-0612 WL 69 poss. Waller knife 14.4 - - - chert B.52 - (Carter & Dunbar 2006:494)
DF-0591 WL 69 broken point tip 5.0 - - - Tallahatta B.51 -
DF-0599 WL 69 broken point tip 14.6 44.2 36.3 11.9 chert 7.15 -
DF-0609 WL 69 broken point tip 6.7 31.8 31.6 7.5 chert B.52 -
DF-0587 WL 69 lg., thick unifacial tool 32.3 79.1 29.2 15.0 Tallahatta B.50 -
DF-0592 WL 69 small, thick bifacial tool 17.0 41.6 26.2 15.6 Tallahatta B.51 -
DF-0608 WL 69 bifacial tool fragment 
w ith notch in side 5.0 20.7 34.5 9.1 chert B.52 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0610 WL 69 bifacial tool fragment 2.7 - - - chert B.52 - (Bullen 1975:32) broken stem; retouched 
w /serrated edge
DF-0611 WL 69 thick, bifacial tool w ith drill end 7.8 44.0 23.9 10.2 chert B.52 -
poor quality, badly w orn and 
w eathered
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Table A.36. Points recovered from 8Wl71. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0662 WL 71 poss. Sw annanoa 10.5 45.8 30.7 10.4 chert B.59 - (Whatley 2002:114)
DF-0666 WL 71 poss. Morrow  Mountain 9.0 54.3 25.1 8.6 chert B.59 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0668 WL 71 poss. Mud Creek 8.4 39.5 22.9 9.2 chert B.59 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:94) retouched edge
DF-0630 WL 71 poss. Elora 14.4 44.4 36.6 12.2 Tallahatta B.56 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:46)
DF-0633 WL 71 poss. Savannah River 14.7 45.4 31.9 11.8 Tallahatta B.56 83 (Whatley 2002:99)
DF-0635 WL 71 poss. Coosa 9.7 51.0 27.8 8.9 Tallahatta B.56 44 (Whatley 2002:31)
DF-0638 WL 71 poss. Florida Adena 11.5 40.1 34.7 11.9 Tallahatta B.57 - (Bullen 1975:22)
DF-0639 WL 71 poss. Mud Creek 8.7 44.1 23.4 10.5 Tallahatta B.57 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:94)
DF-0641 WL 71 poss. Elora 11.1 42.6 38.3 9.7 chert B.58 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:46)
DF-0644 WL 71 Florida Archaic Stemmed 31.4 63.6 48.4 10.8 chert B.58 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0645 WL 71 Florida Archaic Stemmed 26.5 63.8 34.5 14.3 chert B.58 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0647 WL 71 poss. Ledbetter 18.2 57.0 32.0 12.3 chert B.58 58 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78)
DF-0648 WL 71 poss. Elora 21.4 64.2 46.9 9.7 chert B.58 37 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:46)
DF-0649 WL 71 poss. Elora 15.3 58.5 41.4 9.6 chert B.58 25 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:46)
DF-0653 WL 71 poss. Gary 20.0 67.9 31.8 11.9 chert 7.14 45 (McGahey 2000:144-147)
DF-0654 WL 71 Pickw ick 10.1 47.2 34.7 7.3 chert 7.14 105 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0660 WL 71 poss. Otarre 15.9 53.4 30.1 11.1 chert B.59 141 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:88-90)
DF-0669 WL 71 poss. Bolen Beveled 6.6 36.0 27.5 8.5 chert B.59 - (Bullen 1975: 52)
DF-0663 WL 71 poss. Dalton subtype 11.6 41.9 28.1 10.9 chert B.59 - (Bullen 1975:44)
DF-0664 WL 71 poss. Tampa 10.6 45.9 22.0 12.8 chert B.59 - (Bullen 1975:10)
DF-0665 WL 71 poss. Gilchrist 8.9 40.5 28.8 9.0 chert B.59 - (Bullen 1975:49)
DF-0667 WL 71 poss. Sumter 6.9 46.5 27.8 8.5 chert B.59 - (Bullen 1975:36)
DF-0670 WL 71 poss. Westo 12.3 43.2 31.3 9.4 chert B.59 - (Bullen 1975:29)
DF-0673 WL 71 poss. Florida Archaic 1.3 19.8 10.0 5.5 chert B.53 - (Bullen 1975:32) broken stem
DF-0674 WL 71 poss. Florida Spike 6.3 39.3 20.8 6.9 chert B.53 - (Bullen 1975:41) broken
DF-0068 WL 71 poss. Appalachian 18.3 - - - chert B.60 188 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:6)
DF-0074 WL 71 poss. Arredondo 20.3 - - - chert B.60 177 (Bullen 1975:39)
DF-0093 WL 71 poss. Pickw ick 10.6 - - - chert B.60 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103) retouched tip
DF-0097 WL 71 poss. Limestone 7.0 - - - Tallahatta B.60 71 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:81)
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
152 
Table A.37. Points recovered from 8Wl71. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0102 WL 71 poss. Palmer 8.5 - - - Tallahatta B.60 - (Whatley 2002:91)
DF-0116 WL 71 poss. Thontosassa 19.2 - - - chert B.60 - (Bullen 1975:40)
DF-0117 WL 71 Florida Archaic Stemmed 38.4 - - - chert B.60 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0118 WL 71 Florida Archaic Stemmed 34.4 - - - Tallahatta B.60 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0119 WL 71 Elora 18.0 - - - Tallahatta B.60 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:46)
DF-0120 WL 71 poss. Rheems Creek 10.4 - - - Tallahatta B.60 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:110)
DF-0121 WL 71 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Levy 10.6 - - - chert B.60 23 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0122 WL 71 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Levy 10.8 - - - chert B.60 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0123 WL 71 poss. Bradley Spike 17.3 - - - chert B.60 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:19)
DF-0124 WL 71 poss. Cotaco Creek 20.4 - - - quartz B.60 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:33)
DF-0125 WL 71 Florida Archaic Stemmed 26.9 - - - chert B.60 81 (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0126 WL 71 Florida Archaic Stemmed 25.2 - - - chert B.60 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0127 WL 71 poss. Thontosassa subtype 4 30.5 - - - Tallahatta B.60 - (Bullen 1975:40)
DF-0128 WL 71 poss. Arredondo or Limestone 9.2 - - - chert B.60 - (Bullen 1975:39); (Cambron & 
Hulse 1986:81)
DF-0129 WL 71 poss. Morrow  Mountain 16.5 - - - chert B.60 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0130 WL 71 poss. Jacks Reef Pentagonal 9.5 - - - chert B.60 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:69)
DF-0131 WL 71 poss. Ledbetter 10.6 - - - chert B.60 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78)
DF-0132 WL 71 Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Levy 19.8 - - - chert B.60 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0133 WL 71 poss. Thontosassa 21.8 - - - chert B.60 - (Bullen 1975:40)
DF-0626 WL 71 poss. Florida Spike 22.0 70.9 32.4 13.4 Tallahatta B.56 140 (Bullen 1975:41)
DF-0627 WL 71 poss. Florida Adena or 
Morrow  Mountain
25.6 61.0 38.3 16.3 Tallahatta B.56 B.71 (Bullen 1975:22); (Cambron & 
Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0628 WL 71 Florida Archaic Stemmed 21.1 61.0 39.3 11.9 Tallahatta B.56 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0629 WL 71 poss. Little Bear Creek 9.6 33.9 28.8 9.9 Tallahatta B.56 213 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0631 WL 71 poss. Florida Adena or Morrow  Mountain 14.1 54.1 32.7 10.7 Tallahatta B.56 -
(Bullen 1975:22); (Cambron & 
Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0632 WL 71 poss. Westo 12.7 37.3 34.1 11.2 Tallahatta B.56 - (Bullen 1975:29)
DF-0634 WL 71 poss. Bradford 14.3 35.1 34.8 11.2 Tallahatta B.56 - (Bullen 1975:14)
DF-0636 WL 71 poss. Leon 6.4 34.7 22.3 10.3 Tallahatta B.57 - (Bullen 1975:12)
DF-0637 WL 71 poss. Westo 17.5 46.2 32.0 14.0 Tallahatta B.57 120 (Bullen 1975:29)
DF-0642 WL 71 poss. Bradford 16.0 46.5 37.1 11.4 chert B.58 242 (Bullen 1975:14)
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Table A.38. Points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Wl71. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0643 WL 71 poss. Hardee Beveled 20.7 58.1 37.2 12.0 chert B.58 86 (Bullen 1975:33)
DF-0646 WL 71 poss. Kirk Serrated 19.5 67.6 36.7 11.2 chert B.58 11 (Bullen 1975:37)
DF-0650 WL 71 poss. Gadsden 22.4 62.0 40.8 10.4 chert 7.16 110 (Bullen 1975:16)
DF-0651 WL 71 poss. Arredondo 12.9 46.3 38.1 10.8 chert 7.16 101? (Bullen 1975:39)
DF-0652 WL 71 poss. Jackson 9.6 54.8 28.1 8.4 chert 7.16 97 (Bullen 1975:21)
DF-0655 WL 71 poss. Florida Adena 11.0 50.5 34.5 8.4 chert 7.16 57 (Bullen 1975:22)
DF-0656 WL 71 poss. Pickw ick 22.5 68.6 42.5 10.7 chert 7.16 162 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103)
DF-0657 WL 71 poss. Stanfield 29.2 76.4 35.6 11.0 chert 7.16 5_T (Bullen 1975:42)
DF-0659 WL 71 poss. Bradford 15.2 52.9 29.5 12.1 chert 7.16 196 (Bullen 1975:14)
DF-0661 WL 71
poss. Florida Archaic 
Stemmed rew orked dow n to 
a hafted scraper
10.7 37.7 41.2 8.8 chert B.59 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0060 WL 71 poss. Ledbetter 39.2 - - - chert B.60 45 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78)
DF-0333 WL 71 Waller knife 19.5 - - - chert B.54 - (Carter & Dunbar 2006:494) "12/20/64"
DF-0359 WL 71 drill 4.4 35.7 14.3 12.3 Tallahatta B.55 -
DF-0640 WL 71 general biface 115.2 102.3 60.4 20.2 Tallahatta B.57 -
DF-0675 WL 71 round scraper 3.0 - - - chert B.53 -
DF-0671 WL 71 small, multi-use unifacial tool 4.8 35.3 18.2 7.0 chert B.53 -
DF-0672 WL 71 long unifacial tool 11.7 62.7 21.6 11.9 chert B.53 -
DF-0658 WL 71 broken point tip 14.2 43.5 41.7 10.0 chert 7.14 -
 
 
 
 
 
Table A.39. Ground stone tools recovered from 8Wl71. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0332 WL 71 pebble w /use w ear 108.6 - - - quartz B.54 -
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Table A.40. Points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Wl72. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0617 WL 72 Morrow  Mountain 32.4 55.5 53.2 17.5 Tallahatta 7.17 209 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:89)
DF-0619 WL 72 poss. Delhi 24.8 73.8 39.7 9.0 Tallahatta 7.17 - (McGahey 2000:180-181)
DF-0620 WL 72 Florida Spike 25.0 69.9 30.7 12.2 Tallahatta 7.17 - (Bullen 1975:41)
DF-0621 WL 72 Gilchrist subtype 2 11.9 38.5 33.8 9.4 Tallahatta 7.17 - (Bullen 1975:49)
DF-0622 WL 72 poss. Tampa 5.4 33.1 23.3 9.9 chert 7.17 - (Bullen 1975:10)
DF-0624 WL 72 poss. Florida Copena 6.9 45.1 20.5 11.6 chert 7.17 - (Bullen 1975:23)
DF-0623 WL 72 microtool 5.1 35.4 21.2 7.6 chert 7.17 -
DF-0625 WL 72 general biface 11.1 57.7 28.6 9.7 chert 7.17 - poss. knife
DF-0618 WL 72 ovoid biface 64.3 82.6 53.3 15.2 Tallahatta 7.17 1_T
 
 
 
Table A.41. Points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Wl75. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0200 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 14.7 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0201 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 5.4 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0202 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 4.4 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0203 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 10.6 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0204 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 2.6 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0205 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 4.5 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0206 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 4.6 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0207 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 8.5 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0208 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 6.6 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0209 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 8.6 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0210 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 7.6 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0211 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 3.6 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0212 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 9.0 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0213 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 8.6 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0214 WL 75 utilized secondary f lake 4.1 - - - chert B.61 -
DF-0215 WL 75 poss. Waller knife 27.7 - - - chert B.62 - (Carter & Dunbar 2006:494)
DF-0339 WL 75 lg. secondary f lake w /use 
w ear
33.0 84.7 51.0 11.4 chert B.63 - "Oct. 6, 1964"
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Table A.42. Shell tools recovered from Hogan’s. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0371 Hogan's bi-pointed shell tool 8.1 77.3 - - shell B.64 -
 
 
 
Table A.43. Points recovered from Freeport Bridge. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0096 Freeport Bridge Florida Archaic Stemmed 18.5 57.0 30.1 12.1 Tallahatta B.67 - (Bullen 1975:32)
 
 
 
Table A.44. Points recovered from Joes Bayou. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0081 Joes Bayou Mud Creek 14.8 56.6 27.7 11.3 Tallahatta B.71 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:94)
 
 
 
Table A.45. Stone tools recovered from Jones Bayou. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0050 Jones Bayou greenstone celt frag. 44.2 - - - greenstone B.65 -
DF-0057 Jones Bayou poss. Bolen Beveled 20.9 66.4 39.5 8.9 chert B.66 l (Bullen 1975: 52)
 
 
 
Table A.46. Beads recovered from Gulf Breeze Cemetery. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0383 Gulf Breeze Cemetery shell bead 0.7 - 11.9 5.5 shell B.68 - round
DF-0384 Gulf Breeze Cemetery glass bead 0.2 - 6.4 4.8 glass B.69 - blue, round
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Table A.47. Points recovered from Bishop’s Point. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
DF-0069 Bishop's Point poss. Pickw ick 18.1 72.1 35.6 10.1 chert B.70 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:103) good quality chert 
 
 
 
Table A.48. Points recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0072 Unknow n poss. Elk River 14.0 67.8 24.8 7.8 Tallahatta B.71 204 (Cambron & Hulse 1986:44)
DF-0173 Unknow n poss. Arredondo 15.5 46.1 31.1 14.9 chert B.86 - (Bullen 1975:39)
DF-0174 Unknow n poss. Opossum Bayou 10.6 39.8 33.6 8.0 chert B.87 - (McGahey 2000:132-135) good quality
DF-0175 Unknow n poss. Wade 6.1 38.8 33.6 7.5 chert B.87 - (Whatley 2002:121)
DF-0176 Unknow n poss. Little Bear Creek 11.2 53.0 28.9 7.8 Tallahatta B.87 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:71)
DF-0178 Unknow n poss. Hardee Beveled 10.7 44.0 31.9 11.4 chert B.86 - (Bullen 1975:33)
DF-0179 Unknow n poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Marion 16.2 57.3 27.3 11.9 chert B.87 - (Bullen 1975:32)
DF-0180 Unknow n poss. Hardaw ay Side Notched 3.7 32.1 20.6 6.1 chert B.86 - (Bullen 1975:50) Poss. Dover chert, medium grade
DF-0181 Unknow n poss. Gary 9.9 42.6 34.1 10.3 chert B.86 - (McGahey 2000:144-147)
DF-0182 Unknow n poss. Ledbetter 31.5 54.2 43.4 13.8 chert B.86 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78) Poss. Dover chert, medium grade; retouched
DF-0183 Unknow n poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Marion 12.2 51.9 30.9 9.2 chert B.86 - (Bullen 1975:32) some cortex on stem
DF-0184 Unknow n poss. Jackson 10.5 58.4 22.6 9.7 chert B.86 - (Bullen 1975:21)
DF-0186 Unknow n poss. Ledbetter 21.5 60.0 47.5 8.9 chert B.86 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78) retouched
DF-0187 Unknow n poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed 18.7 60.0 40.7 9.5 chert B.86 - (Bullen 1975:32) notch missing from 
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Table A.48. cont. Points recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0188 Unknow n poss. Duval subtype 1 8.5 40.9 21.7 9.7 chert B.86 - (Bullen 1975:13) good quality
DF-0190 Unknow n poss. Kirk Serrated 15.2 56.0 39.1 10.3 Tallahatta B.87 - (Bullen 1975:37) somew hat serrated edges
DF-0192 Unknow n poss. Wacissa 14.2 50.6 38.5 10.9 chert B.86 - (Bullen 1975:43) serrated edges "BH"
DF-0193 Unknow n poss. Hernando 9.8 50.3 24.6 10.4 chert B.87 - (Bullen 1975:24) thick w /f lat back
DF-0194 Unknow n poss. Thelma 8.3 35.2 30.4 7.7 chert B.87 - (Whatley 2002:119)
DF-0195 Unknow n poss. Clay 8.5 31.3 39.6 8.1 chert B.87 - (Bullen 1975:27)
DF-0196 Unknow n poss. Wacissa 10.8 42.1 32.8 10.9 chert B.87 - (Bullen 1975:43) poorer quality 
DF-0197 Unknow n poss. Wacissa 11.7 37.0 34.9 10.3 chert B.87 - (Bullen 1975:43) some cortex on one side, 
DF-0198 Unknow n poss. Hernando 8.4 29.2 37.4 6.4 chert B.87 - (Bullen 1975:24) good quality chert
DF-0199 Unknow n poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed 13.0 45.4 37.0 12.1 chert B.86 - (Bullen 1975:32) good quality chert, poorly 
DF-0177 Unknow n poss. Wacissa 12.9 71.16 28.5 8.65 chert B.87 - (Bullen 1975:43)
DF-0048 Unknow n poss. Ledbetter 35.2 85.8 37.8 12.8 Tallahatta B.71 - (Cambron & Hulse 1986:78) cracked and glued
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Table A.49. Chipped stone tools recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0189 Unknow n broken point tip 13.6 48.0 36.7 9.1 chert B.87 - translucent, good quality
DF-0255 Unknow n broken point tip 20.8 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0256 Unknow n broken point tip 9.8 - - - chert B.92 - serrated edges
DF-0257 Unknow n broken point tip 8.7 - - - chert B.92 - some cortex
DF-0258 Unknow n broken point tip 15.5 - - - chert B.92 - serrated edges
DF-0259 Unknow n broken point tip 26.3 - - - chert B.92 - some cortex
DF-0260 Unknow n broken point tip 22.5 - - - chert B.92 - very w eathered
DF-0261 Unknow n broken point tip 6.1 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0262 Unknow n broken point tip 4.4 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0263 Unknow n broken point tip 3.7 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0264 Unknow n broken point tip 5.9 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0265 Unknow n broken point tip 9.5 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0266 Unknow n broken point tip 0.7 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0267 Unknow n broken point tip 6.7 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0268 Unknow n broken point tip 8.4 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0269 Unknow n broken point tip 3.1 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0270 Unknow n broken point tip 13.2 - - - chert B.92 - very w eathered
DF-0271 Unknow n broken point tip 1.9 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0272 Unknow n broken point tip 10.2 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0273 Unknow n broken point tip 4.1 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0274 Unknow n broken point tip 2.3 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0275 Unknow n broken point tip 7.2 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0276 Unknow n broken point tip 2.2 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0277 Unknow n broken point tip 7.8 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0278 Unknow n broken point tip 7.4 - - - chert B.92 - very w orn/w eathered
DF-0279 Unknow n broken point tip 1.5 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0280 Unknow n broken point tip 1.8 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0281 Unknow n broken point tip 1.5 - - - chert B.92 -
DF-0282 Unknow n broken point tip 7.8 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0283 Unknow n broken point tip 3.3 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0284 Unknow n broken point tip 4.5 - - - Tallahatta B.92 - "BL"
DF-0285 Unknow n broken point tip 8.9 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0286 Unknow n broken point tip 3.1 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
DF-0287 Unknow n broken point tip 42.8 - - - Tallahatta B.92 -
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Table A.49. cont. Chipped stone tools recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0191 Unknow n poss. Waller knife 10.4 38.4 25.2 10.5 chert B.87 - (Carter & Dunbar 2006:494)
DF-0305 Unknow n microtool 0.6 16.2 11.1 3.3 chert B.96 -
DF-0307 Unknow n microtool 0.7 19.1 8.9 4.6 chert B.96 -
DF-0308 Unknow n microtool 0.8 18.3 11.6 4.9 Tallahatta B.96 -
DF-0309 Unknow n microtool 1.6 25.1 9.4 6.1 chert B.96 - thermally altered
DF-0310 Unknow n microtool 2.0 25.0 13.1 7.7 chert B.96 -
DF-0311 Unknow n microtool 1.1 26.1 15.2 7.4 chert B.96 -
DF-0312 Unknow n microtool 1.5 24.5 11.4 8.0 chert B.96 -
DF-0313 Unknow n microtool 1.9 19.5 10.5 8.7 Tallahatta B.96 -
DF-0314 Unknow n microtool 1.6 24.8 8.7 7.2 chert B.96 -
DF-0315 Unknow n microtool 1.2 25.4 10.7 5.2 chert B.96 -
DF-0316 Unknow n microtool 0.9 22.4 9.7 6.4  chert B.96 -
DF-0317 Unknow n microtool 1.7 29.0 11.0 6.3 chert B.96 -
DF-0318 Unknow n microtool 1.8 22.8 10.4 8.1 chert B.96 -
DF-0319 Unknow n microtool 0.4 18.3 6.0 3.9 chert B.96 -
DF-0320 Unknow n microtool 0.6 18.7 8.1 4.2 chert B.96 -
DF-0360 Unknow n drill 2.8 30.5 17.8 7.6 chert B.102 -
DF-0361 Unknow n drill 4.1 26.9 14.4 9.3 chert B.102 -
DF-0362 Unknow n drill 1.7 24.6 17.1 5.6 chert B.102 -
DF-0368 Unknow n drill 2.3 25.1 12.7 7.9 chert B.102 -
DF-0369 Unknow n drill 2.8 26.1 13.8 8.4 chert B.102 -
DF-0363 Unknow n drill 7.6 - - - Tallahatta B.102 -
DF-0364 Unknow n drill 8.5 - - - Tallahatta B.102 -
DF-0365 Unknow n drill 3.7 - - - Tallahatta B.102 -
DF-0366 Unknow n drill 1.7 - - - Tallahatta B.102 -
DF-0367 Unknow n drill 4.4 - - - Tallahatta B.102 -
DF-0049 Unknow n unifacial scraper/multitool 54.6 - - - chert B.73 -
steep, retouched edges 
w /cortex on dorsal; heavily 
utilized; pointed on one end
DF-0065 Unknow n unifacial tool frag. 10.3 - - - chert B.76 -
DF-0066 Unknow n unifacial tool frag. 3.9 - - - chert B.76 -
DF-0085 Unknow n unifacial tool; prob. scraper 137.2 - - - chert B.79 - one retouched edge; fossiliferous
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Table A.49. cont. Chipped stone tools recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0062 Unknow n bifacial tool 83.2 - - - chert B.75 -
unable to thin because of hinge 
fracture that prevented cortex 
from being removed
DF-0094 Unknow n bifacial tool frag. 24.5 - - - chert B.81 - thermally altered
DF-0379 Unknow n general biface 36.8 - - - Tallahatta B.105 -
DF-0380 Unknow n general biface 62.0 - - - Tallahatta B.105 -
DF-0381 Unknow n general biface 91.1 - - - Tallahatta B.105 -
DF-0382 Unknow n general biface 46.7 - - - Tallahatta B.105 - notched
DF-0185 Unknow n ovoid biface 19.3 61.3 33.8 12.0 chert B.86 - poss. scraper or knife; w eathered
DF-0340 Unknow n ovoid biface 9.7 - - - Tallahatta B.98 -
DF-0341 Unknow n ovoid biface 9.7 - - - Tallahatta B.98 -
DF-0342 Unknow n ovoid biface 10.0 - - - Tallahatta B.98 -
DF-0343 Unknow n ovoid biface 9.4 - - - Tallahatta B.98 -
DF-0344 Unknow n ovoid biface 19.8 - - - chert B.98 -
DF-0345 Unknow n ovoid biface 18.2 - - - chert B.98 -
DF-0346 Unknow n ovoid biface 34.4 - - - chert B.98 -
DF-0347 Unknow n ovoid biface 18.3 - - - chert B.98 -
DF-0101 Unknow n multi-use tool frag. 8.1 - - - chert B.83 - thermally altered; good quality 
DF-0351 Unknow n round scraper 4.2 - - - chert B.101 -
DF-0352 Unknow n round scraper 5.5 - - - chert B.101 -
DF-0353 Unknow n round scraper 3.3 - - - chert B.101 -
DF-0354 Unknow n round scraper 3.1 - - - chert B.101 -
DF-0355 Unknow n round scraper 6.5 - - - chert B.101 -
DF-0356 Unknow n round scraper 6.7 - - - chert B.101 -
DF-0357 Unknow n round scraper 18.3 - - - chert B.101 -
DF-0358 Unknow n round scraper 10.5 - - - chert B.101 -
DF-0073 Unknow n utilized chert nodule 60.8 - - - chert B.77 - use w ear from battering
DF-0321 Unknow n unifacial tool 11.7 69.5 25.3 6.7 chert B.97 - scraper
DF-0322 Unknow n unifacial tool 2.5 30.3 14.6 7.7 chert B.97 - poss. drill
DF-0323 Unknow n unifacial tool 5.3 47.7 18.0 7.9 chert B.97 -
DF-0324 Unknow n unifacial tool 2.1 28.3 18.9 6.0 chert B.97 -
DF-0325 Unknow n unifacial tool 3.5 30.2 22.0 7.0 chert B.97 - scraper; heat treated
DF-0326 Unknow n unifacial tool 4.3 42.9 12.7 9.3 Tallahatta B.97 -
DF-0306 Unknow n general biface 145.1 103.6 67.0 28.0 chert - - very w eathered
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Table A.49. cont. Chipped stone tools recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0041 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 11.1 - - - chert B.72 -
DF-0042 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 7.6 - - - chert B.72 -
DF-0043 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 2.7 - - - chert B.72 -
DF-0044 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 7.1 - - - chert B.72 -
DF-0045 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 0.9 - - - chert B.72 -
DF-0046 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 1.6 - - - chert B.72 -
DF-0047 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 1.2 - - - chert B.72 -
DF-0051 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 0.9 - - - chert B.74 -
DF-0052 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 3.4 - - - chert B.74 -
DF-0053 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 6.1 - - - chert B.74 -
DF-0054 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 2.1 - - - chert B.74 -
DF-0055 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 1.4 - - - chert B.74 -
DF-0056 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 1.6 - - - chert B.74 -
DF-0077 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 0.5 - - - chert B.78 -
DF-0078 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 2.2 - - - chert B.78 -
DF-0512 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 11.5 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0513 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 9.4 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0514 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 14.1 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0515 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 16.3 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0516 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 8.5 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0517 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 6.2 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0518 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 12.3 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0519 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 1.7 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0520 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 6.3 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0521 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 4.5 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0522 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 1.8 - - - chert B.107 -
DF-0523 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 7.6 - - - chert B.108 -
DF-0524 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 2.0 - - - chert B.108 -
DF-0525 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 6.2 - - - chert B.108 -
DF-0526 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 2.2 - - - chert B.108 -
DF-0527 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 4.1 - - - chert B.108 -
DF-0528 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 3.9 - - - chert B.108 -
DF-0529 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 3.2 - - - chert B.108 -
DF-0530 Unknow n utilized secondary decort. 2.2 - - - chert B.108 -
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Table A.49. cont. Chipped stone tools recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0143 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 9.9 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0144 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.5 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0145 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.4 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0146 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.7 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0147 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.0 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0148 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 0.5 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0149 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.5 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0150 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.0 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0151 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 10.3 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0152 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 0.8 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0153 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.1 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0154 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 0.9 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0155 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.1 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0156 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 6.6 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0157 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 0.8 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0158 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.1 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0159 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.1 - - - chert B.84 -
DF-0160 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.0 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0161 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 9.1 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0162 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.6 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0163 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 0.4 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0164 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.8 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0165 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.3 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0166 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 0.4 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0167 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 4.0 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0168 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.6 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0169 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.2 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0170 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.8 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0171 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.2 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0172 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.0 - - - chert B.85 -
DF-0216 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 37.2 - - - chert B.88 -
DF-0217 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 12.2 - - - chert B.88 -
DF-0218 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 6.6 - - - chert B.88 -
DF-0219 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 4.7 - - - chert B.88 -
DF-0220 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 11.9 - - - chert B.88 -
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Table A.49. cont. Chipped stone tools recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0221 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 8.4 - - - chert B.88 -
DF-0222 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 4.9 - - - chert B.88 -
DF-0223 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.7 - - - chert B.88 -
DF-0224 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 7.3 - - - chert B.88 -
DF-0225 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.3 - - - chert B.88 -
DF-0226 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 4.2 - - - chert B.89 -
DF-0227 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.8 - - - chert B.89 -
DF-0228 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.4 - - - chert B.89 -
DF-0229 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 12.8 - - - chert B.89 -
DF-0230 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.1 - - - chert B.89 -
DF-0231 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 6.2 - - - chert B.89 -
DF-0232 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 6.8 - - - Tallahatta B.89 -
DF-0233 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.1 - - - Tallahatta B.89 -
DF-0234 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.5 - - - Tallahatta B.89 -
DF-0235 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 6.0 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0236 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.7 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0237 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.2 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0238 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 6.0 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0239 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.1 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0240 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.7 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0241 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.5 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0242 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.6 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0243 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.5 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0244 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.9 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0245 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.1 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0246 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.6 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0247 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.9 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0248 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 4.9 - - - chert B.90 -
DF-0249 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.4 - - - quartz B.91 -
DF-0250 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.0 - - - Tallahatta B.91 -
DF-0251 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.4 - - - Tallahatta B.91 -
DF-0252 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 8.6 - - - Tallahatta B.91 -
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Table A.49. cont. Chipped stone tools recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0253 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.5 - - - Tallahatta B.91 -
DF-0254 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 7.5 - - - Tallahatta B.91 -
DF-0501 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 9.9 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0502 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 8.7 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0503 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.1 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0504 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 1.9 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0505 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.0 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0506 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 3.1 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0507 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.1 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0508 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 6.2 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0509 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 5.0 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0510 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 4.1 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0511 Unknow n utilized secondary f lake 2.1 - - - chert B.106 -
DF-0099 Unknow n prob. retouched f lake 38.2 - - - chert B.83 - broken; some cortex
 
 
 
 
Table A.50. Chipped stone tool debitage recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type n. wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material
Pic 
# FA # Reference Notes
- Unknow n chert secondary decort. 9 48.8 - - - chert - -
- Unknow n Tallahatta secondary decort. 5 22.2 - - - Tallahatta - -
- Unknow n chert secondary f lakes 43 65.2 - - - chert - -
- Unknow n Tallahatta secondary f lakes 6 8.9 - - - Tallahatta - -
- Unknow n chert block shatter 16 44.5 - - - chert - -
- Unknow n Tallahatta block shatter 2 12.0 - - - Tallahatta - -
- Unknow n quartz chips 16 29.7 - - - quartz - -
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Table A.51. Ground stone tools recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0348 Unknow n possible groundstone tool 
fragment w /pits 10.5 44.3 33.9 3.7 sandstone B.99 -
DF-0349 Unknow n greenstone celt frag. 11.5 - - - greenstone B.100 -
DF-0350 Unknow n greenstone celt frag. 4.0 - - - greenstone B.100 -
DF-0370 Unknow n poss. bannerstone frag. 26.7 - - - hematite B.103 -
 
 
 
 
Table A.52. Poverty Point-type objects recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # wt. (g) Shape Dec. Pic # Notes
DF-0001 unknow n 47.6 biscuit incised B.111 inc. in pXRF
DF-0004 unknow n 41.1 melon grooved B.111 inc. in pXRF
DF-0012 unknow n 58 amorphous incised B.111 inc. in pXRF
DF-0013 unknow n 37.6 unknow n incised B.111 inc. in pXRF
DF-0014 unknow n 23.5 unknow n grooved B.111 inc. in pXRF
DF-0016 unknow n 38.3 amorphous none B.111 inc. in pXRF
DF-0017 unknow n 154.3 amorphous none B.111 inc. in pXRF
DF-0019 unknow n 115.8 biscuit grooved B.111 inc. in pXRF
DF-0020 unknow n 61.3 cylindrical none B.111 inc. in pXRF
DF-0022 unknow n 30.3 squeezed none B.112 inc. in pXRF
DF-0025 unknow n 34.6 amorphous none B.112 inc. in pXRF
DF-0026 unknow n 42.8 cylindrical none B.112 inc. in pXRF
DF-0028 unknow n 28.1 cylindrical grooved B.112 inc. in pXRF
DF-0029 unknow n 55.9 cylindrical incised B.112 inc. in pXRF
DF-0031 unknow n 38.9 amorphous none B.112 inc. in pXRF
DF-0032 unknow n 27.2 melon grooved B.112 inc. in pXRF
DF-0034 unknow n 10.4 unknow n grooved B.112
DF-0036 unknow n 101.2 melon grooved B.112 inc. in pXRF
DF-0039 unknow n 220.3 amorphous none B.112
DF-0040 unknow n 144.6 melon grooved B.112 inc. in pXRF
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Table A.53. Ceramics recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0088 Unknow n steatite sherd 35.0 - - - steatite B.80 -
- Unknow n St. Andrew s Complicated-Stamped 28.4 - - - ceramic - -
DF-0296 Unknow n Fort Walton Incised rim sherd w /frog effigy 151.0 - - - ceramic 7.21 -
DF-0297 Unknow n Fort Walton Incised rim sherd w /bird eff igy 119.5 - - - ceramic B.93 -
DF-0298 Unknow n Fort Walton Incised rim sherd 89.2 - - - ceramic B.94 -
DF-0299 Unknow n Point Washington Incised rim sherd 80.7 - - - ceramic B.95 -
 
 
 
 
 
Table A.54. Shell tools recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0375 Unknow n bi-pointed tool 9.9 64.9 - - shell B.104 -
DF-0376 Unknow n pointed tool 6.7 94.9 - - shell B.104 -
DF-0377 Unknow n bi-pointed columella 66.3 140.6 - - shell B.104 -
DF-0378 Unknow n columella w /use w ear from battering 46.3 132.7 - - shell B.104 -
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table A.55. Bone tools recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0689 Unknow n bi-pointed bone tool 7.7 - - - bone B.110 -
DF-0690 Unknow n pointed bone tool 3.0 - - - bone B.110 -
DF-0691 Unknow n pointed bone tool frag. 2.2 - - - bone B.110 -
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Table A.56. Historic artifacts recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. 
Cat. # Site # Type wt. (g)
l. 
(mm)
w. 
(mm)
thk. 
(mm) Material Pic # FA # Reference Notes
DF-0684 Unknow n corroded metal nail w /round, f lat 
head and square spike 112.4 - - - iron B.109 -
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APPENDIX B: 
ARTIFACT PHOTOGRAPHS 
 
 These are photographs of all of the artifacts studied in the private 
collection. For photos that are shown in the body of this thesis, the figure number 
and page number are given. 
 
 
Figure B.1. Points recovered from 8Ok12. From left to right, broken point tip and 
Florida Archaic Stemmed. Cat. No. DF-303 and DF-304. 
 
 
 
Figure B.2. Points recovered from 8Ok19. From left to right, poss. Gilchrist 
subtype 4, poss. Bradford, poss. Little Bear Creek, poss. Gilchrist, poss. Florida 
Adena or Morrow Mountain, poss. Pickwick, poss. Morrow Mountain, poss. 
Wacissa subtype 3, poss. Little Bear Creek, poss. Motley, and poss. Stanfield 
(Cat. No. DF-0083, DF-0086, and DF-0134-DF-0142). 
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Figure of selection of points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok19: see 
Figure 7.2 on page 59. 
 
 
 
Figure B.3. Waller knife recovered from 8Ok19. Cat. No. DF-0442.  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.4. Quartz pebbles with use wear recovered from 8Ok19. From left to 
right, Cat. No. DF-0443 to DF-0445. 
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Figure B.5. Ground stone tools with use wear recovered from 8Ok19. From left to 
right, sandstone hone, sandstone hone, quartz pebble (Cat. No. DF-0300 to DF-
0302). 
 
 
 
Figure B.6. Shell tools recovered from 8Ok19. From top to bottom, poss. scoop 
and bi-pointed shell tool (Cat. No. DF-0372 and DF-0373). 
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Figure B.7. Bone tools recovered from 8Ok19. From left to right, bi-pointed bone 
tool, pointed bone tool, bi-pointed bone tool (Cat. No. DF-0685 and DF-0687). 
 
 
 
Figure B.8. Sample of check-stamped pottery of indeterminate type recovered 
from 8Ok19.  
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Figure B.9. Sample of Keith Incised sherds recovered from 8Ok19.  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.10. Santa Rosa Stamped sherd recovered from 8Ok19.  
173 
 
Figure B.11. Sample of Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped pottery recovered 
from 8Ok19.  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.12. Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped, check-stamped circle design 
sherd recovered from 8Ok19. Cat. No. DF-0692.  
174 
 
Figure B.13. Alligator Bayou Stamped sherd recovered from 8Ok19.  
 
 
Figure of Weeden Island Incised rim sherd recovered from 8Ok19: see Figure 7.3 
on page 59. 
 
 
 
Figure B.14. Indeterminate check-stamped rim sherd recovered from 8Ok19. Cat. 
No. DF-0289. Note grit and red grog tempering.  
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Figure of Deptford check-stamped podal support basal sherd recovered from 
8Ok19: see Figure 7.4 on page 60. 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.15. Pensacola plain rim sherd recovered from Ok19. Cat. No. DF-0331. 
Note shallow holes where shell has leeched out and notched strap handle that 
has broken off.  
 
 
 
Figure B.16. Point Washington Incised rim sherds recovered from 8Ok19.From 
left to right, Cat. No. DF-0337 and DF-0338. 
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Figure B.17. Lake Jackson and Point Washington Incised rim sherds recovered 
from 8Ok19. From left to right (top) Lake Jackson plain with scalloped rim, Point 
Washington Incised rim (Cat. No. DF-0613 and DF-0614). From left to right 
(bottom) Lake Jackson Incised with ticked rim, and Lake Jackson plain with 
ticked rim and lug (Cat. No. DF-0615 and DF-0616). 
 
 
 
Figure B.18. Steatite sherd recovered from 8Ok19. Cat. No. DF-0693. 
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Figure B.19. Historic artifacts recovered from 8Ok19. From left to right (top) three 
lead balls, and a glazed ceramic ball (poss. marble; Cat. No. DF-0676 to DF-
0679). From left to right (bottom) stone dog figurine (poss. Bulldog with collar), 
ceramic pipe bowl, ceramic pipe mouthpiece fragment, painted ceramic doll leg 
(Cat. No. DF-0680 to DF-0683). 
 
 
 
Figure B.20. Points recovered from 8Ok19. From left to right (top) Florida Archaic 
Stemmed subtype Putnam, Florida Archaic Stemmed, poss. Jackson, poss. 
Abbey, Florida Archaic Stemmed, and poss. Halifax (Cat. No. DF-0092, DF-
0106, DF-0108, DF-0107, DF-0694, and DF-0076). From left to right (bottom) 
poss. Elora, poss. Hardee Beveled, Arredondo, poss. Tampa, and Ledbetter 
(Cat. No. DF-0082, DF-0100, DF-0084, DF-0105, and DF-0090). 
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Figure B.21. Points recovered from 8Ok32. From left to right (top) poss. Florida 
Archaic Stemmed with one side retouched, poss. Rheems Creek, poss. Florida 
Adena, Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Levy, poss. Bradford, and poss. 
Halifax (Cat. No. DF-446 to DF-0451). From left to right (bottom) poss. Morrow 
Mountain, poss. Bradford, Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Levy, Florida 
Archaic Stemmed subtype Alachua, and poss. Morrow Mountain(Cat. No. DF-
0452 to DF-0456). 
 
 
 
Figure B.22. Points recovered from 8Ok32. From left to right (top) Florida Archaic 
Stemmed subtype Alachua, Halifax, and poss. Florida Copena (Cat. No. DF-
0457 to DF-0459). From left to right (bottom) two drills (Cat. No. DF-0460 to DF-
0461). 
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Figure B.23. Points recovered from 8Ok32. From left to right (top) Florida Archaic 
Stemmed subtype Alachua, Halifax, and poss. Florida Copena (Cat. No. DF-
0462 to DF-0466). From left to right (bottom) two drills (Cat. No. DF-0467 to DF-
0471). 
 
 
Figure of selection of points and chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok32: see 
Figure 7.5 on page 61. 
 
 
 
Figure B.24. Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Marion point recovered from 
8Ok34. Cat. No. DF-0329.  
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Figure B.25. Chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok46. From left to right, 
utilized quartz secondary decortication flake, and poss. Bolen point (Cat. No. DF-
0327 and DF-0328).  
 
 
 
Figure B.26. Kirk Serrated point recovered from 8Ok50. Cat. No. DF-0330.  
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Figure B.27. Chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok51. From left to right, poss. 
Pickwick, poss. Halifax, unifacial tool with serrated edge, drill (Cat. No. DF-0479 
to DF-0482).  
 
 
Figure of Poverty Point-type objects recovered from 8Ok51: see Figure 7.6 on 
page 63. 
 
 
Figure of selection of points recovered from 8Ok51: see Figure 7.7 on page 63. 
 
 
 
Figure B.28. Chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok51. From left to right (top) 
three unifacial tools, and one quartz pebble with use wear (Cat. No. DF-0497, 
DF-0498, DF-0496, and DF-0499). Bottom, large bifacial tool (Cat. No. DF-0500). 
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Figure B.29. Points recovered from 8Ok53. From left to right, Sumter, 
Appalachian, Stanly, and poss. Hillsborough (Cat. No. DF-0058, DF-0059, DF-
0061, and DF-0115).  
 
 
Figure of Poverty Point-type objects recovered from 8Ok54: see Figure 7.8 on 
page 65. 
 
 
 
Figure B.30. Points recovered from 8Ok54. From left to right (top) Kirk Serrated, 
and a broken point tip (Cat. No. DF-0067 and DF-0098). From left to right 
(bottom) Gilchrist subtype 4, poss. Wacissa subtype 3, poss. Florida Adena, 
poss. Paris Island, poss. Wacissa (Cat. No. DF-0111, DF-0109, DF-0110, DF-
0114, and DF-0112). 
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Figure B.31. Points recovered from 8Ok54. From left to right, poss. Arredondo, 
poss. Little Bear Creek, poss. Culbreath subtype 2, and Florida Archaic 
Stemmed subtype Marion (Cat. No. DF-0113, DF-0108, DF-0103, and DF-0070).  
 
 
 
Figure B.32. Points recovered from 8Ok54. From left to right (top) Pickwick, poss. 
Guilford, Arredondo, poss. Wacissa subtype 2, Appalachian, and Appalachian 
(Cat. No. DF-0385 to DF-0390). From left to right (bottom) Florida Archaic 
Stemmed subtype Levy, poss. Gilchrist, poss. Baker’s Creek, poss. Little Bear 
Creek, poss. Little Bear Creek, poss. Florida Spike (Cat. No. DF-0391 to DF-
0396). 
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Figure B.33. Points recovered from 8Ok54. From left to right (top) poss. Gary, 
poss. Baker’s Creek, poss. Pickwick, and Florida Spike (Cat. No. DF-0397 to DF-
0400). From left to right (bottom) Duval, poss. Pickwick, Little Bear Creek, and 
Florida Archaic Stemmed (Cat. No. DF-0401 to DF-0404). 
 
 
Figure of selection of points recovered from 8Ok54: see Figure 7.9 on page 66. 
 
 
 
Figure B.34. Points recovered from 8Ok54. From left to right (top) poss. 
Stanfield, poss. Elora, poss. Clay, Gilchrist or Bolen Beveled, and poss. Gilchrist 
(Cat. No. DF-0415 to DF-0419). From left to right (bottom) poss. Baker’s Creek, 
poss. Arredondo, broken point tip, and broken point tip (Cat. No. DF-0420 to DF-
0423). 
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Figure B.35. Waller knives recovered from 8Ok54. From top to bottom, Cat. No. 
DF-0424 and DF-0425. 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.36. Large, thick unifacial tools recovered from 8Ok54. From left to right 
(top) Cat. No. DF-0426 to DF-0428. From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0429 
to DF-0430. 
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Figure B.36. Points recovered from 8Ok62. From left to right (top) poss. Taylor, 
poss. Appalachian, poss. Hardee Beveled, poss. Little Bear Creek, poss. Florida 
Archaic Stemmed, and poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed (Cat. No. DF-0531 to DF-
0536). From left to right (bottom) poss. Florida Spike, Florida Spike, Florida 
Archaic Stemmed, poss. Copena Triangular, poss. Hardee Beveled, poss. 
Florida Adena (Cat. No. DF-0537 to DF-0542). 
 
 
Figure of selection of points recovered from 8Ok62: see Figure 7.10 on page 68. 
 
 
Figure of cob-marked sherd recovered from 8Ok62: see Figure 7.11 on page 68. 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.38. Utilized secondary flakes recovered from 8Ok62. From left to right 
(top) Cat. No. DF-0551 to DF-0556. From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0557 
to DF-0559. 
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Figure B.39. Chipped stone tools recovered from 8Ok62. From left to right, hafted 
scraper, and two drills (Cat. No. DF-0560 to DF-0562). 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.40. Pointed antler tool recovered from 8Ok62. Cat. No. DF-0688. 
 
 
Figure of Poverty Point-type objects recovered from 8Ok62: see Figure 7.12 on 
page 69. 
 
 
Figure of Poverty Point-type objects recovered from 8Ok62: see Figure 7.13 on 
page 69. 
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Figure B.41. Point recovered from 8Wl05. Poss. Culbreath subtype 1. Cat. No. 
DF-0064. 
 
 
 
Figure B.42. Points recovered from 8Wl09. Broken point tip and poss. Florida 
Adena (Cat. No. DF-0334 and DF-0335). 
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Figure B.43. Columella tool recovered from 8Wl27. Cat. No. DF-0374. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.44. Points recovered from 8Wl27. From left to right, Kirk Serrated, poss. 
Stanfield, and Elora (Cat. No. DF-0563 to DF-0565).  
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Figure B.45. Points recovered from 8Wl28. From left to right (top) Florida Archaic 
Stemmed, poss. Kirk Serrated, poss. Bolen Beveled, poss. Bolen Plain . (Cat. 
No. DF-0566 to DF-0569). From left to right (bottom) poss. Bolen Beveled, and 
poss. Florida Adena or Florida Archaic Stemmed (Cat. No. DF-0570 to DF-0571). 
 
 
 
Figure of selection of points recovered from 8Wl28 See Figure 7.14 on page 70. 
 
 
Figure of Fort Walton humanoid rim effigy recovered from 8Wl30: see Figure 
7.18 on page 85. 
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Figure B.46. Poss. Duval point recovered from 8Wl33. Cat. No. DF-0336.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.47. Poss. Arredondo point recovered from 8Wl35. Cat. No. DF-0071.  
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Figure B.48. Poss. Lost Lake point recovered from 8Wl50. Cat. No. DF-0079. 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.49. Points recovered from 8Wl61. From left, poss. Florida Copena or 
Nipple Point, poss. Stanley, Florida Archaic Stemmed (Cat. No. DF-0584 – DF-
0586). 
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Figure B.50. Chipped stone tools recovered from 8Wl69. From left to right, large, 
thick unifacial tool, poss. Florida Spike, poss. Clay, and poss. Florida Archaic 
Stemmed (Cat. No. DF-0587 to DF-0590).  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.51. Chipped stone tools recovered from 8Wl69. From left to right (top) 
broken point tip, small, thick bifacial tool, and poss. Otarre (Cat. No. DF-0591 to 
DF-0593). From left to right (bottom) poss. Florida Adena, poss. Little Bear 
Creek, and Florida Archaic Stemmed (Cat. No. DF-0594 to DF-0596). 
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Figure B.52. Chipped stone tools recovered from 8Wl69. From left to right (top) 
poss. Kirk Serrated, poss. Lost Lake, and a bifiacial tool fragment with a notch in 
the side (Cat. No. DF-0606 to DF-0608). From left to right (bottom) broken point 
tip, bifacial tool fragment, thick bifacial tool with drill end, and poss. Waller knife 
(Cat. No. DF-0609 to DF-0612). 
 
 
Figure of selection of points recovered from 8Wl69: see Figure 7.15 on page 72. 
 
 
 
Figure B.53. Chipped stone tools recovered from 8Wl71. From left to right, small, 
unifacial multi-use tool, long unifacial tool, poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed, poss. 
Florida Spike, and a round scraper (Cat. No. DF-0671 to DF-0675).  
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Figure B.54. Stone tools recovered from 8Wl71. From left to right, quartz pebble 
with use wear and a Waller knife. Cat. No. DF-0332 and DF-0333.  
 
 
 
Figure B.55. Drill recovered from 8Wl71. Cat. No. DF-0359.  
 
 
Figure of selection of points recovered from 8Wl71: see Figure 7.16 on page 73. 
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Figure B.56. Points recovered from 8Wl71. From left to right (top) poss. Florida 
Spike, poss. Florida Adena or Morrow Mountain, Florida Archaic Stemmed, poss. 
Little Bear Creek, and poss. Elora (Cat. No. DF-0626 to DF-0630). From left to 
right (bottom) poss. Florida Adena or Morrow Mountain, poss. Westo, poss. 
Savannah River, poss. Bradford, and poss. Coosa (Cat. No. DF-0631 to DF-
0635).  
 
 
 
Figure B.57. Chipped stone tools recovered from 8Wl71. From left to right (top) 
poss. Leon, poss. Westo, poss. Florida Adena, and poss. Mud Creek (Cat. No. 
DF-0636 to DF-0639). Bottom, large general biface (Cat. No. DF-0640).  
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Figure B.58. Points recovered from 8Wl71. From left to right (top) poss. Elora, 
poss. Bradford, poss. Hardee Beveled, Florida Archaic Stemmed, and Florida 
Archaic Stemmed (Cat. No. DF-0641 to DF-0645). From left to right (bottom) 
poss. Kirk Serrated, poss. Ledbetter, poss. Elora, and poss. Elora (Cat. No. DF-
0646 to DF-0649).  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.59. Points recovered from 8Wl71. From left to right (top) poss. Otarre, 
poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed retouched into hafted scraper, poss. Swannaoa, 
poss. Dalton subtype Nuckolls, and poss. Tampa (Cat. No. DF-0660 to DF-
0664). From left to right (bottom) poss. Gilchrist, poss. Morrow Mountain, poss. 
Sumter, poss. Mud Creek, poss. Bolen Beveled, and poss. Westo (Cat. No. DF-
0665 to DF-0670).  
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Figure B.60. Points recovered from 8Wl71. From left to right (top) poss. 
Ledbetter, poss. Appalachian, poss. Arredondo, poss. Pickwick, poss. 
Limestone, poss. Palmer, poss. Thonotosassa, Florida Archaic Stemmed, Florida 
Archaic Stemmed, Elora, poss. Rheems Creek, Florida Archaic Stemmed 
subtype Levy, and Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Levy (Cat. No. DF-0060, 
DF-0068, DF-0074, DF-0093, DF-0097, DF-0102, DF-0116 to DF-0122). From 
left to right (bottom) poss. Bradley Spike, poss. Cotaco Creek, Florida Archaic 
Stemmed, Florida Archaic Stemmed, poss. Thonotosassa subtype 4, poss. 
Arredondo or Limestone, poss. Morrow Mountain, poss. Jacks Reef Pentagonal, 
poss. Ledbetter, Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Levy, and poss. 
Thonotosassa (Cat. No. DF-0123 to DF-0133). 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.61. Utilized secondary flakes recovered from 8Wl75. From left to right 
(top) Cat. No. DF-0200 to DF-0207. From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0208 
to DF-0214.  
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Figure B.62. Waller knife recovered from 8Wl75. Cat. No. DF-0215.  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.63. Large secondary flake with use wear recovered from 8Wl75. Cat. 
No. DF-0339.  
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Figure B.64. Bi-pointed columella shell tool recovered from Hogan’s. Cat. No. 
DF-0371.  
 
 
 
Figure B.65. Greenstone celt fragment recovered from Jones Bayou. Cat. No. 
DF-0050.  
 
 
 
Figure B.66. Poss. Bolen Beveled subtype 4 point recovered from Jones Bayou. 
Cat. No. DF-0057.  
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Figure B.67. Florida Archaic Stemmed point recovered from Freeport Bridge. 
Cat. No. DF-0096. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.68. Shell bead recovered from Gulf Breeze. Cat. No. DF-0383. 
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Figure B.69. Blue glass bead recovered from Gulf Breeze. Cat. No. DF-0384. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.70. Poss. Pickwick point recovered from Bishop’s Point. Cat. No. DF-
0069. 
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Figure B.71. Chipped stone tools from 8Ok51, 8Ok52, 8Ok62, 8Wl28, Joes 
Bayou, and an unknown location around Choctawhatchee Bay. Nearly all except 
the second, fourth, and fifth on the top row, and the third on the bottom row are 
made from Tallahatta Sandstone. From left to right (top row) poss. Ledbetter 
from an unknown location around Choctawhatchee Bay (Cat. No. DF-0048), 
broken point tip from 8Ok62 (Cat. No. DF-0063), poss. Elk River from an 
unknown location around Choctawhatchee Bay (Cat. No. DF-0072), Bolen 
Beveled subtype side-notched from 8Ok51 (Cat. No. DF-0075), and poss. Bolen 
Beveled from 8Ok51 (Cat. No. DF-0080). From left to right (bottom row) Mud 
Creek from Joes Bayou (Cat. No. DF-0081), poss. Ledbetter from 8Ok52 (Cat. 
No. DF-0089), poss. Hernando from 8Wl28 (Cat. No. DF-0091), poss. Kirk 
Serrated from 8Ok62 (Cat. No. DF-0095). 
 
 
 
Figure of frog effigy on side of ceramic bowl found by private collector at an 
unknown location around Choctawhatchee Bay: see Figure 7.21 on page 87. 
 
 
204 
 
Figure B.72. Utilized secondary decortication flakes recovered from unknown 
locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0041 
to DF-0043. From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0044 to DF-0047.  
 
 
 
Figure B.73. Unifacial scraper and multi-tool recovered from an unknown location 
around Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0049. Note pointed end on left side. 
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Figure B.74. Utilized secondary decortication flakes recovered from unknown 
locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0051 
to DF-0053. From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0054 to DF-0056.  
 
 
 
Figure B.75. Bifacial tool recovered from an unknown location around 
Choctawhatchee Bay Cat. No. DF-0062. Note cortex that was unable to be 
removed. 
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Figure B.76. Unifacial tool fragments recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right, Cat. No. DF-0065 and DF-0066.  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.77. Utilized chert nodule recovered from an unknown location around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0073. Note use wear from battering. 
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Figure B.78. Utilized secondary decortication flakes recovered from unknown 
locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right, Cat. No. DF-0077 and 
DF-0078.  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.79. Unifacial tool (probable scraper) recovered from an unknown 
location around Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0085.  
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Figure B.80. Steatite sherd recovered from an unknown location around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0088.  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.81. Bifacial tool fragment recovered from an unknown location around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0094.  
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Figure B.82. Probable retouched flake recovered from an unknown location 
around Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0099.  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.83. Multi-use tool fragment recovered from an unknown location around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0101. 
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Figure B.84. Utilized secondary flakes recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0143 to DF-0150. From 
left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0151 to DF-0159.  
 
 
 
Figure B.85. Utilized secondary flakes recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0160 to DF-0166. From 
left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0167 to DF-0172.  
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Figure B.86. Points and chipped stone tools recovered from unknown locations 
around Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) poss. Florida Archaic 
Stemmed, poss. Ledbetter, poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed subtype Marion, 
poss. Gary, poss. Wacissa, and an ovoid biface (Cat. No. DF-0199, DF-0186, 
DF-0183, DF-0181, DF-0192, and DF-0185). From left to right (bottom) poss. 
Ledbetter, poss. Duval subtype 1, poss. Arredondo, poss. Jackson, poss. Hardee 
Beveled, poss. Hardaway Side Notched, and poss. Florida Archaic Stemmed 
(Cat. No. DF-0182, DF-0188, DF-0173, DF-0184, DF-0178, DF-0180, and DF-
0187).  
 
 
 
Figure B.87. Points recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee 
Bay. From left to right (top) poss. broken point tip, poss. Hernando, poss. Florida 
Archaic Stemmed subtype Marion, poss. Kirk Serrated, poss. Little Bear Creek, 
poss. Wacissa, poss. Wacissa (Cat. No. DF-0189, DF-0193, DF-0179, DF-0190, 
DF-0176, DF-0196 and DF-0197). From left to right (bottom) poss. Wade, poss. 
Thelma, poss. Clay, poss. Waller knife, poss. Opossum Bayou, poss. Hernando, 
and poss. Wacissa (Cat. No. DF-0175, DF-0194, DF-0195, DF-0191, DF-0174, 
DF-0198, and DF-0177).  
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Figure B.88. Utilized secondary flakes recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0216 to DF-0220. From 
left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0221 to DF-0225.  
 
 
 
Figure B.89. Utilized secondary flakes recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0226 to DF-0231. From 
left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0232 to DF-0234.  
213 
 
Figure B.90. Utilized secondary flakes recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0235 to DF-0241. From 
left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0242 to DF-0248.  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.91. Utilized secondary flakes recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right, Cat. No. DF-0249 to DF-0254.  
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Figure B.92. Broken point tips recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0255 to DF-0287.  
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Figure B.93. Fort Walton Incised rim sherd with bird effigy recovered from an 
unknown location around Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0297.  
 
 
 
Figure B.94. Fort Walton Incised rim sherd recovered from an unknown location 
around Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0298. Note glued cracks where the 
collector tried to put it back together. 
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Figure B.95. Point Washington Incised rim sherd recovered from an unknown 
location around Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0299.  
 
 
 
Figure B.96. Microtools recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0305, DF-0307 to DF-
0312. From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0313 to DF-0320.  
217 
 
Figure B.97. Unifacial tools recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right, Cat. No. DF-0321 to DF-0326.  
 
 
 
Figure B.98. Ovoid bifaces recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0340 to DF-0343. From 
left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0344 to DF-0347.  
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Figure B.99. Possible ground stone tool fragment with pitting recovered from an 
unknown location around Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0348.  
 
 
 
 
Figure B.100. Greenstone celt fragments recovered from unknown locations 
around Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right, Cat. No. DF-0349 and DF-0350.  
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Figure B.101. Round scrapers recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0351 to DF-0354. From 
left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0355 to DF-0358.  
 
 
 
Figure B.102. Drills recovered from unknown locations around Choctawhatchee 
Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0360 to DF-0364. From left to right 
(bottom) Cat. No. DF-0365 to DF-0369.  
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Figure B.103. Poss. hematite bannerstone fragment recovered from an unknown 
location around Choctawhatchee Bay. Cat. No. DF-0370. 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.104. Shell tools recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right, bi-pointed tool, pointed columella tool, 
columella hammer with use wear from battering, bi-pointed columella (Cat. No. 
DF-0375 to DF-0378).  
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Figure B.105. Large general bifaces recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0379 and DF-0380. 
From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0381 and DF-0382.  
 
 
 
Figure B.106. Utilized secondary flakes recovered from unknown locations 
around Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0501 to DF-
0505. From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0506 to DF-0511.  
222 
 
Figure B.107. Utilized secondary decortication flakes recovered from unknown 
locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0512 
to DF-0516. From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0517 to DF-0522.  
 
 
 
Figure B.108. Utilized secondary decortication flakes recovered from unknown 
locations around Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0523 
to DF-0526. From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0527 to DF-0530.  
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Figure B.109. Corroded iron nail with round, flat head and square spike 
recovered from an unknown location around Choctawhatchee Bay. Probable 
railroad spike (Cat. No. DF-0684). 
 
 
 
Figure B.110. Bone tools recovered from unknown locations around 
Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right, bi-pointed bone tool, pointed bone tool, 
pointed bone tool fragment (Cat. No. DF-0689 to DF-0691). 
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Figure B.111. Poverty Point-type clay objects recovered from unknown locations 
around Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0001, DF-0004, 
DF-0012 to DF-0014. From left to right (bottom) Cat. No. DF-0016, DF-0017, DF-
0019, and DF-0020. All were included in pXRF analysis. 
 
 
 
Figure B.112. Poverty Point-type clay objects recovered from unknown locations 
around Choctawhatchee Bay. From left to right (top) Cat. No. DF-0022, DF-0025, 
DF-0026, DF-0028, and DF-0029. From left to right (Middle) Cat. No. DF-0031, 
DF-0032, DF-0034, DF-0036, and DF-0039. Bottom, Cat. No. DF-0040. All were 
included in pXRF analysis except DF-0034 and DF-0039. 
 
 
